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ADVERTISEMENT. 



The reader will perceive by the date at the head of each number, 
that the following papers were published weekly, and, from the 
contents, he will readily infer that they were intended for distribution 
amongst those Jews, who still adhere to the Rabbinic system. But 
in presenting them to the public as a volume, it may be well to state 
that the great object was to exhibit Judaism as it appears in its prac- 
tical workings, and that therefore most references are made to the 
Jewish Prayer-book, and to the codes of law commonly in use amongst 
Rabbinic Jews, and which are considered as authoritative. It was the 
Author's wish, not to ridicule any man's superstition, but to instruct 
those, whom Moses and the Prophets would have declared to be in 
error. He has, therefore, carefully avoided the tone in which Eisen- 
menger and others have treated this subject, and, in treating the 
Jewish legends, has confined himself to those which are mentioned in 
the prayers of the Synagogue. The materials are the result of many 
years' study and and practical observation. Buxtorf, Majus, Edzard, 
Eisenmenger, Wagenseil, &c., have been carefully consulted, but the 
Jewish Liturgies, the Arbah Turim, the Shulchan Aruch, the Yad 
Hachasakah, are the principal sources, whence this view of Judaism 
has been drawn. The Author has only to add a hope, that these 
papers may not be misunderstood, either by Jew or Christian, but that 
all who read them will carefully distinguish between Judaism and the 
Jewish people — and a wish, that they may contribute to the welfisure of 
Israel, and the promotion of truth. 
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year, 136 
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— , meritoriousness of, 229 
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, who keeps a Sabbath-day, guilty of 

death, 12 

, good advice not to be given to, 17 

., woman not to be helped in childbed. 



17 



VI 



INDEX. 
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High Priest, 4 
Intolerance, Talmudie, 15 — 19 
loma, 10 

Jonathan, son of Uzziel, 96 
Jost's, history, 63 
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Jubilee, year of, 36 
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Medrash Rabba, 77 
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Messiah, already come, 197 
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horn on, 134 
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to parents, 5, 6 
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- perpetual and unchangeable, 28 
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Oaths, Rabbinic dispensation from, 221, 228 
Parable of Good Samaritan, illustrated, 15, 16 
Parents, if in captivity, to be redeemed after 

the Rabbi, 5 

, duty to, according to oral law, 5 
Passover, rites of, 41 

, Christ our, 47 

, four cups of, 49 

Pentecost prayers, 74 

Pesachim, treatise, 3 ' 

Pharisees, enemies of the Lord Jesus, 5 

— — ^ bad men, 5 

Physician, Jewish, not to cure idolaters, 17 

Pirke, Eleazar, 69 

Planets, 90 

Polygamy, allowed, 185 

Poor, Rabbinic, oppression of the, 50 

, Rabbinic religion not for the, 120 

Rabbinic cruelty to, 210, 218 

Power, Rabbinic, to excommunicate, 122 
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teaches the authority of the Talmud, 2 
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Priests, scriptural office of, 157 
Proselyte of the gate, 29 

^ sojourning, 13 

y how to be instructed, 33 



-, baptism of, 154 



Purgatory, Rabbinic, 150 

Purim, feast of, 25 

Rabbi, duty to, goes before duty to parents, 5 

, fear of, as the fear of God, 6 

— — , reverence due to, 8 
, whosoever despises a, to be excommu- 
nicated, 3 

-, not to forgive a public affront, 123 



', method of creating a, 166 
Rabbies not agreed, 203 
Rabbinic charity, 57 



evasion, 55, 56 



»^— order, novelty of, 165 

— ^— power to excommunicate, 122 

— — — acknowledgments that Messiah is 

bom, 198, 199 
Ramban, 72 
Rome called Edom, 12 
Rosh Hashanah, 150 
Saadiah Gaon, 82 
Sabbath, unlawful for a Gentile to keep a, 12 

, laws of, 53, 58, 59 

, spirits cannot be cited on, 71 

, damned have rest on, 71 

Sabbath.day, amulets on, 93 
Sabbath, laws concerning, 105, 114 
— lamp, reward for, 116 



-, moving things on, 118 
-, merit of keeping the^ 113 
-jurisdictions, 117 



Salvation, who are excluded from, by the oral 

law, 2 
Sambation, 70 
Sanhedrin, not infaUible, 6, 7 

• y great council of, 85 

, members of, magicians, 86 

— — — — understood seventy languages, 86 

— , all handsome men, 87 

— — , pillar of the oral law, 169 

— — , a later, may reverse the decision of 
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— — —— — not a divine institution, 170 

, of Greek origin, 172 



', greater and lesser, 173 
-, business of, 173 
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', death to those who rebelled against^ 

■, contrary to Scripture, 174 
-, Parisian, 185 



Satan deceived by the blowing of the horn in 
the month of Elul, 134, 135 
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Scapegoat, 142 
Schoolmasters, Rabbinic, 159 
Scripture, women not bound to study, 9 

, not to be studied so much as 'the 

Talmud, 9 

-, when not to be studied at all, 9 



Sepher Jetzirah, 91 

Schulchan Aruch, 3 

Sinai, 82 

Slaughtering, laws concerning, 193 

^ laws of, 201 

Slaves exempt from die duty of studying the 
law of God, 9 

-, unlawAil to teach, 11 

regarded as beasts, 219 

Souls of all Israel at Simd, 77 

Sotah, 39 

Stars, influence of, 90 

Study of the law equivalent to all the com- 
mandments, 27 

Tabemades, fi^st of, 145 

y merit of, 146 

, prayers for the feast of, 149 

Talmud, recognized in Jewish Prayer-book, 2 

, legends of, 65, 84 

Tradition, Rabbinic argument for overthrow, 
6 

m ■ , no unbroken chain of, 177 

Treatise, Avodah Zarah, 146 

, Bava Bathra, 95 

, Braehoth, 82 

^ Gittin, 97 

, Moed Katon, 89 

-, Shabbath, 79 
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Treatise, Z'vachin, 76 
Tumus Rufus, 7I9 109 
Unlearned man, lawful to kill, 3 

, the wives and daughters of, not to 

be taken as wives, 3 

', to be accounted as beasts, 3 

man, unlawful for, to eat meat, 4 



Van Oven, Joshua, Esq*, Manual of Judaism, 

237 
Venus planet, 90 
Washing of hands, 37, 38 
«, to neglect, as bad as forni- 



cation, 39 



•, who neglects, exconmiuni- 



cated, 40 
Wine, Gentile, unlawful, 213 
Woman, insane, to be turned out, 191 
Women, exempt from the duty to study the 

law, 9 
do not receive the same reward as a 

man, 9 

not to be taught the law, lO 

, minds of, not equal to the study of 

the law, 10 

, command of Moses, respecting, 11 

-, duties of, prescribed in New Testa- 
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■ ^ Rabbinic opinions about, 67 



D S ij; n 1 D > n i 



« THE OLD PATHS."— Jer. vi. 16. 



Number I. 



FRIDAY, JANUARY 15, 1836. 



Price One-Penny. 



Salvation is of the Jews. Amongst 
all the religious systems existing in the world, 
there are but two deserving of attentive con- 
sideration, and they are both of Jewish origin, 
and were oncfe exclusively confined to the 
Jewish nation. They are now known by the 
names of Judaism and Christianity; but it 
must never be forgotten that the latter is as 
entirely Jewish as the former. The Author 
of Christianity was a Jew. The first preachers 
of Christianity were Jews. The first Chris- 
tians were all Jews ; so that, in discussing the 
truth of these respective systems, we are not 
opposing a Gentile religion to a Jewish reli- 
gion, but comparing one Jewish creed with 
another Jewish creed. Neither, in defending 
Christianity, do we wish to diminish aught 
from the privileges of the Jewish people, on 
the contrary, we candidly acknowledge that 
we are disciples of the Jews, converts to 
Jewish doctrines, partakers of the Jewish 
hope, and advocates of that truth which the 
Jews have taught us. We are fully persuaded 
that the Jews whom we follow were in the right 
—that they have pointed out to us ** the old 
paths," " the good way,'* and " we have 
found rest to our souls." And we, therefore, 
conscientiously believe, that those Jews who 
follow the opposite system are as wrong as 
their forefathers, who, when God commanded 
them to walk in the good old way, replied, 
" We will not walk therein." Some modern 
Jews think that it is impossible for a Jew to 
be in error, and that a Jew, because he is a 
Jew, must of necessity be in the right. Such 
persons seem to have forgotten how the ma- 
jority of the people erred in making the golden 
calf — how the generation that came out of 
Egypt died in the wilderness because of their 
unbelief — ^how the nation at large actually 
opposed and persecuted the trutli of God in 
the days of Elijah — how their love of error 
sent them into the Babylonish captivity — and 
how there has been some grievous error of 
some kind or other, which delivered them into 
the hands of the Romans, and has kept them 
in a state of dispersion for so many hundred 
years. But the passage from which our 
motto is taken sets forth most strikingly the 
possibility of fatal mistake on the part of the 



Jewish nation, and also the possibility, in 
such a case, of God's turning to the Gentiles. 
" Thus saith the Lord, Stand ye in the ways, 
and see, and ask for the old paths, where is 
the good way, and walk therein, and ye shall 
find rest for your souls. But they said. We 
will not walk therein. Also, I set watchmen 
over you, saying, hearken to the sound of the 
trumpet. But they said, We will not hearken. 
TJierefore^ hear ye nations, D'lan ^'Snyss, and 
know, O congregation, what is among them. 
Hear, O earth ; behold, I will bring evil upon 
this people, even the fruit of their thoughts, 
because they have not hearkened unto my 
words, nor to my law, hut rejected it.^'^Jet, 
vi. 16—19. Who will dare to deny, after 
such a passage, the possibility of a Jew's 
being in error ? 

But some may ask, what is Judaism ? 
what is Christianity ? Answer. — Juda- 
ism is that religious system contained and 
acknowledged in the prayers of the Jewish 
synagogue, whether German or Portuguese, 
and professed by all who use them as the 
ritual of their worship. Christianity ,is the 
religious system taught in the New Testament; 
or, in other words, Judaism is the Old Testa- 
ment explained according to the traditional 
law, HD wa^ rma Christianity is the Old 
Testament explained according to the New. 
According to this explanation, the Jewish 
Prayer-book teacho^ the divine authority of 
the oral law. Of this there can be no doubt, 
for, in the first place, tlie whole ritual of the 
synagogue service, and the existence and 
arrangement of the synagogue itself, is ac 
cording to the prescription of the oral law, as 
may be seen by comparing the Jewish prayers 
with the HUchoth T'phillah. If it be asked 
why the Jew uses these prayers, and no other 
— why he wears phylacteries (J'Von) and the 
veil (n'^TD) — why he conforms to certain cere- 
monies at the New year, and the Day of 
Atonement, and the other feasts — why he 
repeats a certain benediction at the reading 
of the law — why he reads out of a parch- 
ment roll, rather than out of a printed 
book — why a roll of the law written in 
one way is lawful, and in another way un- 
lawful, the only answer is, The oral law 



commands us thus to do. The whole syna- 
gogue worship, therefore, from the begin, 
ning to the end of the year, is a practical 
W'nfession of the authority of the oral law, 
and every Jew who joins in the synagogue 
Worship does, in so far, conform to the pre- 
scriptions of Rabbinism. But, secondly, the 
Jewish Prayer-book explicitly acknowledges 
the authority of the oral law. In the daily 
prayers, fol. II, is found a long passage from 
the oral law, beginning, 

" which are the places where the offerings 
were slaughtered," &c. On fol. 12, we find 
the thirteen Rabbinical rules for expounding 
the law, beginning nD1« '?Nyo«r '>y\ " Rabbi 
Ishmael says," &c. At the end of the daily 
prayers we find a whole treatise of the oral 
law, called, rvil« 'IT®, *' the ethics of the 
fathers," the beginning of which treatise 
asserts the transmission of the oral law. In 
the morning service for Pentecost, there is a 
most comprehensive declaration of the autho- 
rity and constituent parts of the oral law. 
" He, the Omnipotent, whose reverence is 
purity, with his mighty word he instructed 
his chosen, and clearly explained the law, 
with the word, speech, commandment, and 
admonition, in the Talmud, the Agadah, the 
JVIishna, and the Testament, with the statutes, 
the commandment, and the complete cove- 
nant,'* &c., p. 89. In this prayer, as used, 
translated, and published by the Jews them- 
selves, the divine authority of the oral law is 
explicitly asserted, and the Talmud, Agadah, 
and Mishna, are pointed out as the sources 
where it i^ to be found. For these two reasons, 
then, we conclude that the Judaism of the 
Jewish Prayer-book is identical with the Ju- 
daism of the oral law, and that every Jew who 
publicly joins in those prayers does, with his 
lips at least, confess its divine authority. 

Having explained what we mean by Juda- 
ism, we now go on to another preliminary 
topic. Some one may ask, what is the use of 
discussing these two systems ? May they not 
both be safe ways of salvation for those that 
profess them ? To this we must, according 
to the plain declarations of these systems 
themselves, reply in the negative. The New 
Testament denounces the oral law as sub- 
versive of the law of God. " Then the Pha- 
risees and scribes asked him, Why walk not 
thy disciples according to the tradition of the 
elders, but eat bread with unwashen hands ? 
He answered and said unto them, Well hath 
Esaias prophesied of you hypocrites, as it is 
written. This people honoureth me with their 
lips, but their heart is far from me. Howbeit 
in vain do they worship me, teaching for 
commandments the doctrines of men." (Mark 
vii. 5 — 70 The oral law is still more ex- 
elusive. It excludes from everlasting life all 



who deny its authority, and explicitly informs 
us that Christians are comprehended in thi» 
anathema,—- 

'IDT 

" These are tliey who have no part in t/te 
world to come, but who are cut off, and perish^ 
and are condemned on account of the great- 
nexs of their wickedness and *i», for ever, 
even for ever and ever, the heretics and the 
Epicureans, and the denier s of the law,* &c» 
Here is the general statement. But to prevent 
all mistake, a particular definition of each of 
thise classes is added, from which we extract 
the following passage : — 

orD minn ]>«« noi«n mini onDiDn p manb^r 
TWO low D« nn« n2*n iVejm -ttm piDD i'tdw 'n 
rruriTDi "cian pi rmm "Cia m ''r^ io:» »dd ttdm 
piTs ]"ia3 rpTjjo ttranom rro ^yitt) rmn Nim 
msm n m2?Q rf:nn Nniirro noi«m Dirrit 
nn^n N^rro 'D Vr ^« it rrvm rimi "oai rrrtM 
rV?« rmnVttJD "ttwIjd D*nnm nnsnan p33 "pt nro 

" There are three classes of the deniers of 
the law. He who says that the law is not 
from God, yea, even one verse or one word : 
or if he says that Moses gave it of his own 
authority. Such an one is a denier of the 
law. Thus, also, he who denies its interpre- 
tations ; that is, the oral law, and f ejects Ut 
Agadoth as Sadok and Baithos ; and he who- 
says that the Creator has changed one com- 
mandment for another, and that the law ha* 
long since lost its authority, although it was 
given by God, as the Christians and Maho- 
metans, each of these three is a denier of the 
law" — Hilchoth T'shuvah, c. iii. 8. 

In the first extract we see that those per. 
sons called ^^ deniers of the law," are, ac- 
cording to the doctrine of modem Judaism, 
shut out from a hope of salvation. In the 
second extract we see that Christians are by 
name included in that class : from the two 
together it inevitably follows that modem 
Judaism teaches that Christians cannot be 
saved. We do not find any fault with 
modem Judaism for pronouncing this sen- 
tence ; we do not tax the Jews either with 
uncharitableness or intolerance because of this 
opinion. On the contrary we honour those, 
who conscientiously holding this opinion, have 
the honesty and the courage to declare it. If 
they consider us as deniers of the law, they 
must, of course, believe that our state is far 
from safe ; and if this be their conviction, the 
best proof which they can give of true charity, 
is to warn us of our danger. But, at the 
same time, when a religious system condemns 
UK by name, and pronounces sentence con- 
cerning our eternal state in so decided a tone, 



and that simply becauae we dissent from some 
of its tenets, we not only think that we have a 
right to defend ourselves and our religion, 
but consider it our bounden duty to examine 
the grounds on which a system of such pre- 
tension rests, and honestly, though quietly, 
to avow our reasons for rejecting it We 
know, indeed, that there are some Rabbinical 
Jews, who think this sentence harsh, and con. 
sider themselves justified in denyine it, be- 
cause there is another sentence in this same 
oral law, which s^s, **• that the pious amongst 
the nations of the world have a part in the 
world to come." But can they prove, by any 
citation from the oral law, that ChrlHtianN are 
included << amongst the pious of thg nations 
of the world ?" If they can, then they will 
prove that in one place the oral law denies, 
and in another place affirms the salvahility of 
Christians ; that is, they will prove that the 
oral law contains palpable contradictions, and 
therefore cannot be from God. If tliey can- 
not produce any such citation, then the gene- 
ral declaration that " the pious of the nations 
of the world *' may be saved, is nothing to the 
purpose ; for the same law which makes this 
general declaration, does also explicitly lay 
down the particular exception in the case of 
Christians, and that after it has made the 
general declaration. In fact, the exception 
follows close on the heels of the general rule. 
The general rule is, 

"ran pi • • • • «an drish p^ nnb «?» bvnm* to 

'^ AH Israel hat a sfuire in the world to 

come and also the pious of the nations 

of the world have a share in the world to 
come,''* The words which immediately follow 
this declaration contain the exception,— 

'131 ^ urb pw p 1^ 

*^ But these are they which have no part in 
tlie world to come^^'' &c. This exception is, 
therefore, plainly made in order to guard 
against any false inference from the general 
statement, and, therefore, according to the 
oral law. Christians cannot be saved. We 
proceed, therefore, to inquire into the merits 
of this system, which makes so decided a 
statement respecting our eternal state. We 
have a standard of comparison to which no 
Jew will object, even that Holy Book, which 
contains the writings of Moses and the pro- 
phets. We reject the oral law, not because 
it seems in itself bad or good to our judgment, 
but because it is repugnant to the plain words 
of the Old Testament. There is not space to 
enter at large into the proof at present, but 
we subjoin one passage, which is in itself 
amply sufficient to disprove the divine autho- 
rity of any religious system where it occurs. 
In the Talmud, in the Treatise Pesachim, 
fol. 49. coL 2, we read as follows :•— 



tDi»2 rvKh imo pcf ta? *vsh\ »ai iom 
'3T vTo^n lb noM nittja niv?b hrvo cr^iwrr 
pyiD i3»« rm nra pyro m pb idm icm«!? -noM 

J nana 

Rabbi Eleazar says, ^< It is lawful to split 
open the nostrils of an amhaaretz (an un. 
learned man) on the Day of Atonement whidi 
falls on the Sabbath. His disciples said to 
him, Rabbi, say rather that it is lawful to 
slaughter him. He replied, That would re- 
quure a benediction, but here no benediction is 
needful." It is hardly needful to remind the 
reader that the law of Moses says, n:nn M^, 
" Thou Shalt not kill." But there is in this 
passage a sneering contempt for the un- 
learned, which is utterly at variance with the 
character of Him " whose mercies are over 
all his works," the unlearned and the poor, as 
well as the mighty and the learned. 

Indeed the passage is so monstrous, that 
one is almost inclined to think that it must 
have crept into the Talmud by mistake ; or, 
at the least, to expect that it would be fol- 
lowed by reprehension the most explicit and 
severe. But no, a little lower down another 
of these '* wise men *' says, 

3"D yffrs^h iniD yn«n us 
'' It is lawful to rend an amhaaretz like a 
fish ;" and, a little above, an Israelite is for- 
bidden to marry the daughter of such a per- 
son, for that she is no better than a beast. 
But the whole of the preceding passage is so 
characteristic of the spirit of Rabbinism, that 
it is worth inserting — 

1D1 pii i3n 

<' Our Rabbies have taught. Let a man 
sell all ihat he has, and marry the daughter of 
a learned man. If he cannot find the daughter 
of a learned man, let him take the daughter of 
the great men of the time. If he cannot find 
the daughter of a great man of the time, let 
him marry the daughter of the head of a con- 
gregation. If he cannot find the daughter of 
the head of a congregation, let him marry the 
daughter of an ^moner. If he cannot find 
the daughter of an almoner, let him marry the 
daughter of a schoolmaster. But let him not 
marry the daughter of the unlearned, for they 
are an abomination, and their wives are 
vermin ; and of their daughters it is said, 
* cursed is he that lieth with any beast.* " 
Here, again, one is inclined to suppose that 
there is a mistake, or that these words were 
spoken in jest, though such a jest would be 
intolerably profane ; but all ground for such 
supposition is removed on finding this passage 
transcribed into the digest of Jewish law, 
called the Shulchan Aruch, part 2 ; in the 
Hilchoth P'riah ur^viah, by which transcrip- 
tion it is stamped with all the authority of a 
law. Here, then, the reader is led to think, 
that an amhaaretz must mean something more 

a2 



and worse than an unlearned man— that it 
ought, perhaps, to he taken in its literal sig- 
nificatlon, ^^ people of the land,*' and that it 
may refer to the idolatrous and wicked Ca- 
naanites. But the common usage of the 
Talmud forbids a supposition. There is a 
well-known sentence which shows that even a 
High Priest might be an amhaaretz, 

" A learned man, though illegitimate, goes 
before a High Priest, who is an amhaaretz." 
Here the amhaaretz is plainly opposed to him 
that is learned. And so, on the page of the 
Talmud from which we have quoted above, 
we find the following words :— 

*roi6 iniD mini pDim h^ f]i3?m Tm'nirt min 
yi3Nb T»D« mim pDi3? ^TiW Vi3i p]wi rroni it^i 

I rjin 'oni -^xd^. 
'' An amhaaretz is forbidden to eat the flesh 
of a beast, for it is said, ^ This is the law of 
the beast and the fowl.' (Levit. xi. 46.) 
Every one that laboureth in the law, it is 
lawful for him to eat the flesh of the beast and 
the fowl. But for him who does not labour 
in the .aw, it is forbidden to eat the flesh of 
the beast and the fowl." According to this 
passage an amhaaretz is one who does not 
labour in the study of the law ; and it being 
found on the very same page with the above 
most revolting declarations, it plainly shows 
the proud and haughty spirit of the authors 
of the Talmud, and their utter contempt for 
the poor, whose circumstances preclude them 
from the advantages of study. But, in read- 
ing such passages, the question naturally 
suggests itself, to which of the two classes 
does the poor Jewish population of London 



belong ? There must be at the least hundreds, 
if not thousands of poor Jews in this great city 
who cannot possibly devote themselves to 
study. Amongst whom, then, are they to be 
classed ? Amongst the learned D^Dn *TDVn ? 
or amongst the unlearned p«rT *Qr? Are 
they, their wives, and daughters, as the Tal- 
mud says, to be called an abomination, ver* 
min, and compared to the beasts ? Or can a 
religion inculcating such sentiments proceed 
from that Holy One who is no respecter of 
persons ? See here, ye children of Abraham, 
whom the providence of God has placed 
amongst the children of poverty, and cut off 
from the advantages of a learned education. 
You are npt disciples of the wise, nor the 
great men of the time, nor heads of syna- 
gogues, nor almoners, nor even schoolmasters. 
You are quite shut out from these classes whom 
your Talmudical doctors favour so highly. 
See, then, in the above passages, what the 
Talmud says of yourselves, your wives, and 
daughters ? Can you believe that is the law 
of the God of Israel ? Can you think for 
one moment, that these doctors knew " the 
old paths," " the good way ?" If you do 
we must assure you that we cannot. We 
rather find it in that book, which says, 
*^ Blessed is the man that considereth the 
poor and needy." (Psalm xli. 1.) And in 
that other book, which speaks in the same 
spirit, and says that " God hath chosen the 
foolish things of this world to confound the 
wise ; and the weak things of this world to 
confound the things which are mighty, and 
base tilings of the world, and things which are 
not, to bring to nought things that are ; that 
no flesh should glory in his presence." (1 Cor, 
i. 27, 28. 
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It appears from the undisguised acknow. 
ledgments of the New Testament, that the 
doctors and rabbles of the Jews, the Pharisees 
and Scribes, were the implacable enemies of 
Jesus of Nazareth, an4 that they were the 
main instruments in effecting his death. The 
modem Jews consider this fact as a sufficient 
apology for their rejection of his claims to the 
Messiahship. They take it for granted that 
the great and learned men of that day were 
also good men, and that they had valid 
reasons for their conduct. They think if 
Jesus of Nazareth had been the true Mes- 
siah, that the Sanhedrin, the great Jewish 
council of the time, would have acknowledged 
him, apd conclude that, as they rejected him, 
he cannot be the true MessisJi. The New 
Testament, on the contrary, accounts for their 
unbelief by plainly telling us, that they were 
bad men ; and that they were enemies to the 
Lord Jesus, because he told them the truth, 
and exposed their hypocrisy. Now, which of 
these two representations accords with the 
truth? Were the Scribes and Pharisees, 
those great advocates of the oral law^ min 
HD b3>3iD, good men or bad men ? The readers 
of our first number will be in some degree 
qualified to answer this question. Could 
those be good men who profanely talked of 
the lawfulness of killing an unlearned man, 
and who contemptuously compared the wives 
and daughters of the unlearned to " vermin 
and beasts ?" If they couJd talk with levity 
of *' rending like a fish " an unlearned man, 
one of their own brethren who had never done 



love the uppermost rooms at feasts, and the 
chief seats in the synagogues, and greetings ia 
the markets, and to be called of men, Rabbi, 
RabbL" (Matt, xxiii. 6 — 7*) Now, is this 
charge true ? Does the oral law justify this 
assertion, or does it prove, on the contrary, 
that the enemies of Jesus were humble, pious 
men, whose piety serves as a warrant for the 
uprightness of their conduct in their treatment 
of the Lord Jesus? Let the reader judge 
from the following laws which these men 
framed with respect to themselves. In the 
first place they claim for themselves more 
honour and reverence than is due to a man's 
own parents— 

wn ip irwn^ii V2« timi mi2o xsitw usn 

'^ As a man is commanded to honour and 
fear his father, so he is bound to honour and 
fear his Rabbi more than his father ; for his 
father has been the means of bringing him 
into the life of this world, but his Rabbi, who 
teaches him wisdom, brings him to the life of 
the world to come.'* (Hilchoth Talmud 
Torah, c. 5.) This general rule is bad 
enough, but the particulars are still worse. 
" If a man should see something that his 
father has lost, and something that his Rabbi 
has lost, he is first to return what his Rabbi 
has lost, and then to return that which be- 
longs to his father. If his father and his 
Rabbi be oppressed with a load, he is first to 
help down that of his Rabbi, and then that of 
his father. If his father and his Rabbi be in 



them any harm, what were they likely to do captivity, he is first to ransom his Rabbi and 
with, one who exposed their wiclcedness, and afterwards his father; unless his father be the 
boldly told them that they by their traditions ' disciple of a wise man (i.e. learned), in which 
made void the law of God ? The very fact, j case he may ransom his father first." How 
that Jesus of Nazareth was put to death by ' fearful is this doctrine. A man is to see his 
such men, is presumptive evidence, that he was I father, the author of his existence, the guar. 
a good man, and that his claims were just. ' dian of his infancy, who has laboured for his 
But, however that be, it is worth while to in- | support, and watched over him in the hour of 
quire into the charges which the New Testa- 
ment brings against these learned men, and to 
see whether they are substantiated by the 
memorials of their character and spirit, which 
they themselves have left us in their laws. 
One of the charges preferred against them is. 



that they were ambitious men, covetous of 
worldly honour, and loving the pre-eminence. 
" But all their works they do to be seen of 
men ; they make broad their phylacteries, and 
enlarge the borders of their garments. And 



sickness, he is to see this friend, to whom, 
under God, he owes everything, pining away 
in the bitterness of captivity, and yet, when 
he has got the means of restoring him to 
liberty and his family, he is to leave him still 
in all his misery, and ransom the Rabbi ; 
where is this written in the Old Testament ? 
*' Honour thy father and thy mother," is 
there the first commandment that follows after 
our duty to God, and the first movement of 
natural affection. But this Rabbinical doc- 
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trine silences the voice of nature, and makes 
void the law of God. What is the doctrine 
of the New Testament here? *' If any pro- 
vide not for his own, and specially for those 
of his own household, he hath denied the faith 
and is worse than an infidel " (I Tim. v. 8.) 
The disciples of the Lord Jesus Christ never 
claimed for themselves any honour like this. 
In the passage just cited, they plainly declare 
that the first, in the circle of duties to men, is 
the duty to our own flesh and blood. And 
the only case in which the New Testament 
permits a deviation from this rule, is that 
where the same exception is made in the law 
of Moses, when love to parents would interfere 
with love to God. " If any man come to 
me and hate not his father and mother, and 



^* Cursed be he that settcth light by his 
father or his mother, and all the people shall 
say, Amen.*' (Deut. xxvii. 16.) 

But these men did not stop here. They 
were not content with being exalted above 
father and mother. They did not scruple to 
assert, that their honour was as sacred as that 
of God himself. 

^^ Thou must consider no honour greater 
than the honour of the Rabbi, and no fear 
greater than the fear of the RabbL The wise 
men have said, The fear of thy Rabbi is as the 
fear of God." 

They endeavour to prove the validity of 



wife and children, and brethren and sisters, these extravagant claims by such passages as 

Exod. xvi. 8, " Your murmurings are not 
against us, but against the Lord.*' But they 
have taken for granted what they can never 
prove, and that is, that every Rabbi is invested 
with the same office and authority as Moses. 
But where, in all the law of Moses, is there 
any warrant for such an assumption ? Moses 



yea, and hit own life alsOy he cannot be my 
disciple.** (Luke xiv. 26.) Here father and 
mother, and kindred, are put in one category 
with a man*s own life, in order to show that 
there is but one case in which the natural ties 
of blood may be overlooked, and this is when 
the service of God requires it. As it is also 
written in the law of Moses, " If thy brother, 
the son of thy mother, or thy son, or thy 
daughter, or the wife of thy bosom, or thy 
friend who is as thine own soul, entice thee 
secretly, saying, Let us go and serve other 
gods, which thou hast not known, thou nor 
thy fathers. Thou shalt not con- 
sent unto him, nor hearken unto him, 
neither shall thine eye pity him,*' &c. (Deut. 
xiii. 6—9.) And thus the tribe of Levi is 
praised, because *^ He said unto his father 
and his mother, I have not known him; 
neither did he acknowledge his brethren, nor 
know his own children.*' (Deut. xxxiii. 9.) 
But this Talmudical law is widely different. 
It has no saving clause to show that the case 
specified is an exception to the general rule. 
It does not pretend to suppose that the father 
is a bad man, or an idolater, or an apostate. 
It specifies but one exception, and that is, 
where the father is *< the disciple of a wise 



could with all propriety say, ** Your mur- 
murings are not against us, but against the 
Lord,'* for he held a special commission from 
God, and had proved to the people the reality 
of his commission by a series of miracles. 
But this the Rabbies never pretended to do. 
In this dearth of evidence the advocates of 
tradition flee for refuge to Deut. xvii. 8, &c. 
"If there arise a matter too hard for thee in 
judgment, between blood and blood, between 
plea and plea, and between stroke and stroke, 
being matters of controversy within thy gates ; 
then shalt thou arise, and get thee up into the 
place which the Lord thy God shall choose ; 
and thou shalt come unto the priests, the 
Levites, and unto the judge that shall be in 
those days, and inquire, and they shall show 
thee the sentence of judgment. And thou 
shalt do according to the sentence, which they 
of that place which the Lord shall choose shall 
shew thee; and thou shalt observe to do a&- 



and a pious man, a loving and tender parent, 
still he is to be disregarded by his own son, 
and the Rabbi preferred before him. Is it 
possible to doubt that the men who conceived, 
sanctioned, and promulgated a law like this, 
had an eye to their own personal honour and 
interest ? Is it reasonable to suppose that 
men who would sacrifice their own father to 
the honour of their Rabbi, would be very 
tender about the life of one who appeared, like 
Jesus of Nazareth, as an opposer of their pre- 
tensions ? Or can the Jews, with the law and 
the prophets in their hands, suppose that these 
men pointed to " the old paths," <* the good 
way?" This is certainly not the doctrine of 
Moses. He says — 



man ;*' otherwise, though he be a good man cording to all that they inform thee ; according 



to the sentence of the law which they shall 
teach thee, and according to the judgment 
which they shall tell thee, thou shalt do; 
thou shalt not decline from the sentence which 
they shall show thee to the right hand nor to 
the left." Here, say the tradiiionists, is a 
plain and unequivocal command. No doubt, 
God here plainly declares what is to be done 
in a diflScult case. He commands the Israelites 
to go to the place which the I^ord God chose^ 
that is, to the place where was found the ark 
of the covenant ; and to inquire, not of the 
Rabbies, but of the priests, the Levites, and 
the judge r>D^izn. But this passage, instead 
of proving that <^ the fear of the Rabbi i^ as 
the fear of God," proves the contrary. It 
supposes first, that the Rabbies and learned 



men may differ in judgment, that there may 
be a controversy, and consequently that one 
party may be in thQ wrong. It, therefore, 
effectually overthrows Rabbinical infallibility. 
It shows that these learned men are, after all, 
only poor fallible creatures like ourselves, and 
that, therefore, we are not to fear them as we 
would fear God, nor reverence their dictates, 
as the Word of God. It shows secondly, Uiat 
in a case of difficulty, the Israelites were not 
to appeal to the Rabbies, but to the priests 
G^srn, and to the judge ^oitD, and even to 
them only in the place which the Lord should 
choose. There is not one word said about 
the Rabbies or the wise men, and, therefore, 
this passage completely annihilates all their 
lofty pretensions. For centuries the place 
which the Lord chose has been desolate, and 
there has been no priest standing to minister 
before the Lord. The Jews have thus lost 
all possibility of appeal. They have neither 
ministering priest nor judge, and the Mosaic 
law nowheie recognises the pretensions of the 
Rabbies. But some Jew may say, that though 
this passage does not prove the authority of 
the Rabbies, it does at least warrant the 
JetKTs in persisting to reject the claims of 
the Lord Jesus, for that he was con- 
demned by the priests, and in Jerusalem, 
the place which the Lord chose. We confess 
that this objection is plausible; but can easily 
prove that it is nothing more. In order to 
this, we ask the Jews, whether the above 
command to abide by the sentence of the 
priests is in every case, and without any ex- 
ception, binding ? To this question there are 
two answers possible — Yes and No. If they 
say No, then they admit that the priests might 
sometimes be in the wrong, and we would, of 
course, take advantage of this admission to 
show that they erred in their judgment on 
Jesus of Nazareth. They will then, most 
probably, say. Yes ; the sentence of the 
priests, the Levites, and the judges is in every 
case binding, and Israel is commanded not to 
deviate from it, either to the right hand or to 
the left, upon pain of capitid punishment. 
We beg of them then to turn to the 26th 
chapter of the Prophet Jeremiah, and to con. 
sider the case there set before them. We 
there find that Jeremiah had delivered a mes- 
sage from God, very similar to our Lord^s pre- 
diction of the destruction of Jerusalem. ** I 
will make this house like Shiloh, and will 
make this city a curse to all the nations of the 
earth." We find, further, that for this mes- 
sage the priests condemned Jeremiah to death, 
just as their successors condemned Jesus of 
Nazareth. ^^ Now it came to pass, when Je- 
remiah had made an end of speaking all that 
the Lord had commanded him to speak unto 
all the people, that t?ie priests, and the pro- 
phets, and all the people took him, saying. 
Thou Shalt surely die." We find, further, that 
this sentence was pronounced ^* in the place 



which the Lord had chosen," in the temple 
itself. ^* And all the people were gathered 
against Jeremiah in the house of the Lord." 
We find, further, that the sentence against 
Jeremiah was no rash sudden act, but the de- 
liberate judgment of the priests. For when the 
princes of Judah came afterwards to inquire 
into the matter, ^^ Then spake the priests 
and the prophets unto the princes and to all 
the people, saying. This man is worthy to die^ 
for he hath prophesied against this city, as ye 
have heard with your ears." Now, then, we 
ask again, whether the people of Israel was 
in duty bound to abide by this sentence, and 
not to decline from it, eitlier to the right 
hand or to the left? We fearlessly reply, 
that they were not bound by this sentence, 
and that, if they had executed it, they would 
have been guilty of murder, as Jeremiah 
himself declares : ^^ But know ye for certain, 
that if ye put me to death, ye shall surely 
bring innocent blood upon yourselves, and 
upon this city, and upon the inhabitants 
thereof: for of a truth the Lord hath sent 
me unto you to speak all these words in 
your ears." We infer, therefore, that it was 
possible for the priests, assembled in solemn 
deliberation in the house of the Lord, to err in 
judgment, and to pronounce an unrighteous 
sentence. We infer, further, that it was pos- 
sible for the priests so far to err, as to 
condemn to death a true prophet of the Lord. 
We infer, further, that in such a case the 
people was not bound by this mistaken judg. 
ment ; but that it was their duty to decline 
from it, both to the right hand and to the 
left. We infer, lastly, that as the priests 
might mistake, and unjustly condemn to 
death a true prophet, their sentence against 
Jesus of Nazareth forms no more argu- 
ment against the Messiahship of Jesus, 
than the similar sentence just considered did 
against the true prophetic character of 
Jeremiah ; and that it affords just as little 
wfurant for Jewish unbelief as the former 
sentence did for putting Jeremiah to death. 

But it may be asked, if the judgment of 
the priests was not infallible, and if men 
were sometimes justifiable in refusing it, what 
use was there in the above commandment to 
apply to them in cases of difficulty, and to 
abide by their sentence ? The answer to this , 
is very simple. The priest that stood to mi- . 
nister before the Lord had it in his power, be- 
fore the destruction of the first Temple, to 
inquire of the Lord, and to receive a mira- 
culous answer from God himself, which an- 
swer was, of course, infallible, and uni- 
versally obligatory, without the possibility of 
exception. We find in the Old Testament 
many instances in which the Israelites availed 
themselves of this power, as in Judges xx. 
27. '* And the children of Israel inquired 
of the Lord (for the ark of the covenant of 
God was there in those days : and Phineh as 
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the son of Eleazar, the son of Aaron, stood scribes the formula of greeting or salutstiod. 
before it in those days), Saying, shall I yet „_-,^ ^-^ -,,l^ ^u .^..^ ^ l ^ i^ a^ 
again go out to battle gainst the children of TZ T^^ °'^ '^ ^ "1 '^""^ °'^ '"'^ 
Benjamin my brother, oTshall I cease? And ^' ^^^ ^"^^ ^® ^^ ^ ^ °^"«^ '^^HV 
the Lord said, Go up; for to-morrow I will * '^"^ T^ ^"^^ "J^"! nwrm 
deliver them into thine hand." And in the ^' Neither is he to salute his Rabbi, nor to 
history of David^s life, there are several in- return his salutation in the same manner Uiat 
stances of his employment of this miraculous salutations are given or returned amongst 
power, as 1 Sam. xxiiL 4, " Then David in- friends. On the contrary, he U to bou dorm 
quired of the Lord yet again. And the Lord ^fore the Rabbi, and to say to him, wit/i 
answered him and said, Arise, go down to reverence and honour, Peace be unto thee, 
KeUah ; for I will deliver the Philistines into Rabbi.'* The Rabbinical Jews, who see this, 
thine hand." In all such cases where the must not mistake us. We do not consider it 
priest first inquired of the Lord, his sentence in anywise sinful, but decorous, to treat a 
was, of course, infallible, and the Israelites were Rabbi with all due respect. We should feel 
bound to abide by it. But where they did no objection ourselves to make a bow to a 
not inquire of the Lord, their sentence was Rabbi, and to salute him in the prescribed 
only that of fallible men, and, therefore, not formula. But we cite tliese laws to show 
binding upon the consciences of the people, that the New Testament gives a fair repre- 
Of this sort was their sentence upon Jeremiah, sentation of the Pharisees : for men, who 
Being wicked men, they did not choose to could gravely sit down and enter into all these 
ask counsel of the Lord, but pronounced details of the mode in which they were to be 
sentence according to the devices of their honoured, and then give out these laws as 
own hearts. In the case of the I^ord divine, and, besides all this, call in the civil 
Jesus Christ the priests could not ask power to enforce them, must have had no 
counsel of the Lord, for in the second tern- mean idea of themselves and their own 
pie the Urim and Thummim, and the ark of dignity. It must never be forgotten that 
the covenant were wanting; the miraculous these laws are not the mere regulations of 
power, therefore, did not exist, and for this a religious community. When the Rabbies 
very reason the sentence of the priests, during had the power in their own hands, thay en- 
the whole period of the second Temple, was forced them by civil sanctions. They were 
only fallible, like that of other men, and, not satisfied with excluding despisers of rab- 
thcrefore, not binding, and consequently of binical authority from eternal life, they prose- 
no fprce as an argument ogainst the Messiah- cuted such before the tribunals, and sentenced 
ship of the Lord Jesus Christ. The above them to a pecuniary Jine and excommunication, 
passage, therefore, from the xviith of Deut., as may be seen from the following law : — 
is of no use to the Rabbinical Jews, it does nm Nin cVir*? p'lin ^h r« c>DDrTn n« mion by) 
not prove the mfaUibUity of the priests in (he n« nnorro >D "m vva : rra mrp nrn >3 y?Di win 
l!!^.?LT„?^fe ^"^,?f.«"»l"«,^PPl^c«blefor Q,^ ^^, ^^ ^'^ ^^^^ ^ ^:, ^^^^ 
sanctionmg the traduions of the oral law, ' ', 
and the eltravagant claims of the Rabbies! T"' ^'^ ^^^'^ P'"^' ^^^ ^^ri cnmi ^^t^ .TOtD 
Having given this passage the consideration P"^''-"' °^f^ '^^ ^^ ^-'' """^^ 'P^'^^ ^^"^ 
it deserves, we now return to the laws which '''^ ^^"^ cnnia csnn n^ mi^m • DSn*? iniM 
the Rabbies have made in favour of them- '^^ P ^i^^ "'*T^« p3D rm^ 
selves, and for their own honour. We " Whosoever despises the wise men has no 
consider that the two passages of the oral share in the world to come. But notwith- 
law already quoted, prove that the New Test- sUnding this, if there come witnesses to prove 
ament gives a fair delineation of their charac- that he has been guilty of contempt even in 
ter. When men, without any warrant from words, his sentence is excommunication, and 
God's Word, claim for themselves the same the tribunal (house of judgment) excommuni- 
degree of reverence which is due to God, it cates him publicly, and everywhere mulct him 
must be admitted that they are vainglorious »n a fine in gold, and give it to the wise man. 
and wicked in no ordinary degree. But it is He that despiseth a wise man in words, even 
possible to descend to particulars :— -For in- after his death, is to be excommunicated by 
stance, our Lord says, that these men " loved the tribunal,'* &c. We now ask the Jews of 
greetings in the market places, and to be modem times what they think of those who 
called of men. Rabbi, Rabbi." Now one made their own personal honour the subject 
of the laws still extant, forbids a man, when of legislation, who required the same reverence 
speaking of his Rabbi, to call him by name, ^ot their words as the Word of God, and who 
NbttJ I'TDMl iDtra lan*? r^^^ ToVnb -ib itd« dragged up him that refused it before a tri- 
bunal, had him sentenced to pecuniary fine, 
^2En and excommunication ; and, besides all this, 
" It is forbidden to a disciple to call his excluded him from the hope of everlasting 
Rabbi by name, even when he is not in his life ? Had such men any idea of liberty of 
presence." Another law, still extant, pre- conscience? 
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If any of our readers should think th^t 
the design of these papers is to represent the 
oral law as a system of unmixed evil, we beg 
to assure them that they are mistaken. We are 
fully aware that a system based on the law and 
the prophets must and does contain much, that 
is good and worthy of admiration. Of this 
nature is the general command to all Israelites 
to study the law, which is as follows:-' 
" Every man of Israel is bound to study the 
law. Whether he be poor or rich, healthy or 
unhealthy, young or old, yea, though he live 
upon alms, and beg from door to door, and 
though he have a wife and children, he is 
bound to set apart a fixed time for the ntudy 
of the law, by day and by night, as it is 
written, ' Thou shalt meditate therein by day 
and by night.' " And again, the maxim, 
" Every one that is bound to learn is also 
bound to teach ;" and that, " therefore, a man 
is bound to teach his son and his son's son," 
&c., is in accordance with the plain command 
of God, and is therefore good. But the ex- 
planation and development of these good prin- 
ciples shows that the system itself is radically 
bad, and therefore cannot be from God. Mo 
one will deny that the rabbles are right in 
asserting the obligation resting on every Is- 
raelite to study the law : but they are wrong 
in their explanation of what the law is. Im- 
mediately after the above good command, the 
oral law goes on to say, " Every one is bound 
to divide the time of his study into three 
parts : one-third to be devoted to the written 
law; one* third to Mishna; and one- third to 
Gemara :" so that tKe written law of God is 
to have only half as much attention as the 
traditions of men. This is bad enough. 
But the rabbles do not stop here. They go 
on to say, that this third of attention is only 
required when a man begins to study, but 
that when he has made progress, he is to read 
the law of God only at times, and to devote 
himslf to Gemara. 

nD3m bna^^j Vnw ctm bt? i-noVn nbnm 'n'ii 
pD3Jb «Ti nroittJ min TirDV? nV "frs? i^irv vhn 
mnn D*:D'nD D»mn wnp' no isyo mvu n*Dn 
nrno "ai rotr vhw ns nn^iurT nn-n ariDitt? 
: vmoyb viy "o nasn rmn ^yn '* What has 
been said refers only to the beginning of a 
man's learning, but as soon as a man becomes 
great in wisdom, and has no need of learning 
the written law, or of labouring constantly in 



the oral law, let him at fixed times read them, 
that he may not forget any of the judgments 
of the law, hut let him devote all his days to 
Gemara,** It is to be observed that ** oral 
law " is here taken in a limited sense, as re- 
ferring to the expositions of the written law, 
or, as Rabbi Joseph Karo* explains it, the 
Mishna; and Gemara signifies the legal de- 
cisions which are inferred by a process of rea- 
soning, and to this third topic of Jewish the- 
ology the Israelites are commanded to give 
the chief of their time and attention^ ratlier 
than to the written Word of God. 

The apparent excellence of the above com., 
mand to study the law is thus utterly destroyed 
by the rabbinical exposition of what is to be 
studied. Ar.d if we go on to inquire upon 
whom this command is binding, the rabbinical 
answer will afford just as little satisfaction. 
When the rabbles say, that '* every man of 
Israel is bound to study the law," they mean 
to limit the study to the men of Israel, and to 
exclude the women and slaves. The very 
first sentence of the Hilchoth Talmud Toran 
is min ■no'jno oniTDD c»2^|n onnan d^to 
*' Women and slaves and children are exempt 
from the study of the law." According to 
this declaration, women are not obliged to 
learn. The following extract will confirm this 
opinion, and at the same time show that there 
is no obligation on fathers to have their 
daughters taught. 

nstJD TTTH b2« n3M? rh tr rmn rnnb^ mD« . 
•«:>>«? "ui rwysrt "tdi • nniosj: vho »2Dq «r«rT 

vfw D^Dn ii:j "Ottj rf? «nD e/'^ni laoo nino vhn 
]rwi |»« D^2n yrw ♦3BD"rmn ina n« m« tdV 
na"6 mvi nn mN*:nD p vh» TiDVnn!? naiiDo 
n« TQ'?on b D^Dsn ino« • ]rcn nv2» "rb "van 
r© brattj mini M^ia • mbsn rrrab itnd rmn ^^a 
rrTO"? c«i riTnrch nm« Tab* vh nnaitj rmn b2« 

<^ A woman who learns the law has a re- 
ward, but it is not equal to the reward 
which the mail has, because she is not com* 
manded to do so : for no one who does any- 
thing which he is not commanded to do, re- 
ceives the same reward as he who is com- 
manded to do it, but a less one. But though 
the woman has a reward, the wise men have 

* Jort h Dcab, sec. 246. 
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commanded that do man should teach his 
daughter the law, for this reason, that the ma- 
jority of women have not got a mind fitted for 
study, hut pervert the words of the law on 
account of the poverty of their mind. The 
wise men have said. Every one that teacheth 
his daughter the law is considered as if he 
taught her transgression.* But this applies 
only to the oral la-w. As to the written law, 
he is not to teach her systematically ; but if he 
has taught her, he is not to be considered as 
having taught her transgression.'* 

According to this decision, it is absolutely 

forbidden to teach a woman the oral law ; 

and the teaching of it is looked upon as the 

teaching of transgression mbon. We cannot 

forbear asking the advocates of the oral law, 

whether it does not here testify against itself 

that it is bad. It declares of itself that it is 

unfit for the perusal and study of the pure 

female mind, and that it is as corrupting 

as the teaching of transgression. We ask, 

then, can such a law be divine? Can it 

proceed from the God of Israel, who hath 

said, " Be ye holy, for I am holy ?" What 

a noble testimony to the superiority of the 

nrritten Word, and to the justice of the 

Lord Jesus Christ's opposition to the oral 

law ! The oral law itself says, *^ He that 

teacheth his daughter the oral law, is to be 

•considered as if he taught her transgression. 

He that teacheth her the written law, is not 

to be so considered." With such a confes- 

«ioD, we fearlessly ask the sons and daughters 

of Israel, who then was in the right? Jesus 

>oi Nazareth, who opposed it, or the scribes 

and pharisees, who defended it ? 

But " the wise men" also forbid Israelites 
to teach women the written law, and declare 
that women are not bound to learn. For the 
prohibition they assign two reasons. First, 
they say that God has commanded them to 
teach only their sons, in proof of which they 
refer to Deut. xi. 19, " And ye shall teach them 
your children." In the Hebrew it is Dy:i 
*' your sons ;" and the Rabbies infer n« «Vi 
Oym:i, '*and not your daughters, "f Secondly, 
they say, as we have seen above, '^ that the ma. 
jority of women have not got minds fitted for 
ittudy," and in the Talmud;^ this is attempted 
to be proved from Scripture. " A wise wo- 
man once asked R. Eliezer, How it was that 
after the sin of the golden calf, those who were 
alike in trangressions did not all die the same 
death ? He replitd, A woman's wisdom is 
only for the distaiF, as it is written, * All the 
women that were wise-hearted did spin with 
their hands.' (Exod. xxxv. 26.)" We he- 



• m^jn* In the translation of this word we fol- 
low the interpretation of the Jureh Deah, which 
renders it TTCySl *>:il. This is obviously not the 
place to discuss the other opinions ol ihe rabbies. 

t See Kiddashin, fol. 29. col. 2. 

} Joma., fol. 66. col. 3. 



sitate not to say, that both these reasons are 
contrary to Scripture. We do not deny that 
03*33 signifies sons, but we utterly deny the 
conclusion of the rabbies, that because the 
masculine word is used, therefore the women 
are not included in the command. There is 
an abundance of instances in which the mas- 
culine word D^31 is used for children generally, 
without any allusion to sex. Take for example 
Exod. xxii. 23 (in the English 24). *' And 
my wrath shall wax hot, and I will kill you> 
with the sword ; and your wives shall be 
widows, and your children wyil (literally your 
sons) orphans." Here again ihe ma^iculine word 
is used, so that if the rabbinical argument be 
valid in the above case, it will be valid here, 
and consequently the daughters are excluded 
from this denunciation, so that the sons were 
to be orphans, but not the daughters, which 
is plainly impossible. In the same way we can 
prove that the daughters of Israel did not 
wander in the wilderness forty years, for in 
Numbers xiv. 33, it is said, '* And your children 
wy^ys (literally your sons, and, therefore, ac- 
cording to Talmudic logic, not your daughters) 
shall wander in the wilderness forty years." 
The same logic will also prove that during the 
three days of miraculous darkness in Egypt, 
the women of Israel were left in darkness as 
well as the Egyptians, for it is said all the 
children of Israel QjiifW m2i «b ":2, literally the 
sons of Israel) had light in their dwellings. 
And thus also it might be proved that not one 
of the ten commandments is binding upon the 
women, for the masculine gender is employed 
throughout. This logic, therefore, is evidently 
false ; and we conclude, on the contrary, th}:t 
as the women are included in all these passages 
—as they wandered through the wilderness, 
and had light in their dwellings— and are 
bound to keep the ten commandments as well 
as tlie men, so also they are included in the 
command, ^^ Ye shall teach them your chil- 
dren," and that, therefore, the command of the 
oral law not to teach women, is contrary to the 
Word of God. But we are not confined to 
argument, God has plainly commanded that 
the women should learn as well as the men. 
'^ And Moses commanded them, saying, At 
the end of every seven years, in the solemnity 
of the year of release in the feast of tabernacles, 
when all Israel is come to appear before the 
Lord thy G:d in the place which he shall 
choose, thou shalt read this law before all Israel 
in their hearing. Gather the people together, 
men and womeny and children, and thy stranger 
that is within thy gates, that they may hear, 
and that they itiay learn wdv poVl, and fear 
the Lord your God, and observe to do all the 
words of this law." (Deut. xxxL 10 — 12.) 
Here a most beautiful order is observed,^ and 
required of women as well as men ; hearing 
— learning — fearing — keeping the words of the 
law — God wills that the women should fear 
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him aud keep his commandments as well as 
tlie men ; and therefore he wills that they 
should make use of the same means, that they 
should hear, and learn all the words of the 
law. The traditionists have, therefore, in 
this case plainly made roid the law of God. 
God commands women as well as men to learn 
the law : the rabbies say they are exempt 
from this duty. God commands that the wo- 
man should be taught It is plain, there- 
fore, that the oral law which contradicts the 
written law cannot be from God. The com- 
mand of God is so plain that it is un- 
necessary to enter deeply into the second rab- 
binical reason for the prohibition to teach 
women the law. It is evident that God did 
not think that the poverty of their under- 
standing was any obstacle to their learning iiis 
will. Indeed it has pleased Uim to show that 
He is no respecter of persons with regard to 
male or female, more than with regard to rich 
or poor. He has not only given them his law, 
but conferred on women as well as men the gift 
of prophecy, so that the names of Deborah, 
Hannah, and Huldah, must ever be remem- 
bered amongst the inspired messengers of God. 
The rabbies seem to have forgotten that '^ the 
fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom,*' 
and that this fear may be implanted by God 
just as easily in the heart of a woman as of a 
rabb'u But without inquiring further into 
their reasons or their motives, suffice it to say, 
that the oral law in thus robbing women of 
their right and inheritance in the law of God, 
and in degrading tiiem to the same category 
with children and slaves, is opposed to the 
plain commands of the written law. But not 
80 the New Testament. It exactly agrees 
with the Old in considering woman as a ra- 
tional and responsible being, and a candidate 
for everlasting life. It, therefore, gives one 
general rule for the education of children, male 
and female. *' Ye fathers provoke not your 
children to wrath, but bring them up in the 
nurture and admonition of the Lord.*' (Ephes. 
vi. 4. ) It does indeed prescribe modesty and 
subjection to the women in the mode of 
learning, but in so doing it plainly points out 
their duty to become acquainted with the will 
of God. '^ Let the women learn in silence 
with all subjection. But I suffer not a woman 
to teach nor to usurp authority over the man, 
but to be in silence.'* (1 Tim. ii. lU 12.) 

In these and other passages the woman is 
placed in the position assigned her in the Old 
Testament, and not in the very subordinate 
rank assigned her by the oral law. *' Women, 
and slaves (onns^), and children, are exempt 
from the study of the law." But we think 
that this rule is as false with regard to slaves 
as to women. Here the oral law says that 
slaves are not bound to learn. In Hilchoth 
Avadim, c. viii. 18, we find that they are not 
to be taught 

: rmn nay rw "ro'jb uivh "iiDw 



*^ It is forbidden to a man to teach hit slave 
the law.'* But, alas, the passage of the Word 
of God which forbids it, is not referred to. It 
is only an inference from the passage, '-^ Ve 
shall teach your sons ,*** but is evidently 
contrary to the whole tenour of the law of 
Moses. In the first place, the Israelite who 
had been sold by the tribunal, or who, on 
account of poverty, had sold himself, was still 
an Israelite, and did not forfeit, finally, his 
right to his inheritance in the land, ; how, 
then, could he forfeit his right to tlie law, 
which Moses gave as '^ the inheritance of 
the congregation of Jacob ?** The law of 
Moses expressly provides a day of rest ^^ for 
the man-servant and the maid-servant,** that 
they may not only have rest for their bodies, 
but may have time to learn the will of God, 
and provide for that eternity to which they are 
hastening as well as their masters. Indeed, if 
meditation on the Word of God was more 
necessary for one Israelite than anotlier, it was 
for the Hebrew servant. If he had been 
guilty of theft, and had been sold by the 
tribunal, he had special need of instruction in 
the law of God to lead him to repentance, and 
to teach him his duty for the future. If he 
had been guilty of no crime, but had been 
compelled by poverty to sacrifice his liberty, 
surely he needed the consolation which the 
Word of God can supply, to enable him to 
bear his hard lot with patience, and to prevent 
him from murmuring. But here the oral law 
steps in, and actually prohibits his master from 
teaching him ; and instead of encouraging hira 
in his leisure time to turn to the Word of God 
as his refuge and his comfort, it tells him that 
he is not bound to study it Here, again, the 
New Tesament is much more like the law of 
Moses, which breathes, all through, a spirit 
of the most tender compassion for those in 
servitude. Moses commands the Israelites to 
remember that they had themselves been bond* 
men in Egypt The New Testament reminds 
Christian masters that they have a Master in 
heaven. *^ Ye masters do the same things 
unto them, forbearing threatening: knowing 
that your master also is in heaven ; neither is 
there respect of persons with him.** (Ephes. 
vi. 9.) It also plainly teaches that the relation 
which exists between believing masters and 
servants is, before God, that of brethren. 
'* And they that have believing masters, let 
them not despise them, because they are breth- 
ren ; but rather do them service because they 
are faithful and beloved, partakers of the 
benefit** (1 Tim. vi. 2.) Yea, the New 
Testament lays down a general principle, the 
very opposite of that, that *^ women, and 
slaves, and children are exempt from the study 
of the law. It says, " There is neither Jew 
nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there 
is neither male nor female, for ye are all one 
in Christ Jesus.** (Gal. iiL 2&) It does not 
dispense men from their relative duties, nor 
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deprive any of their legitimate privileges, but 
teaches that for all^ Jew or Greek, bond or 
free, male or female, there is but one way of 
salvation. Very different is the doctrine of the 
oral law. We have seen that it makes a grand 
distinction between male and female, bond 
and free, we need not, therefore, be surprized 
if it make the line of demarcation broader still 
between Jew and Greek. 

nio*o DV2 iVesm rQMJTD m pi • i2bi jnh^ rnso 
]^i • nnnD i«n nitj iod io2»b irT«tt» d« • bvrt 

• ]rvsiD ]D2?y!? ni:JD mtt»Vi m tj-m*? p*** ]Tr3D 
Tior •!« •m2JDn to Vnpn pi^ "u mm w «*?» 
■w mnra poy d«i • ro' «Vi r|>Dv nVi imim 
]»»»TiDi ini« ]>ttJ3i3n im« f 3Q • "ai 'arm i« • rat? 
: ann: i3>« baw m 'jj? rtnn 2«n Nimu "im« 
" A Gentile who employs himself in the law 
is guilty of death. He is not to employ him- 
self except in the seven commandments that 
belong to the Gentiles. And thus a Gentile 
who keeps a Sabbath, though it be on one of 
the week days — if he make it to himself as a 
Sabbath, he is guilty of death. It is not 
necessary to add, if he appoint for himself a 
festival. The general rule is, that they are 
not permitted to innovate in religion, or to 
make commandments for themselves out of 
their own heads. Either let a Gentile become 
a proselyte of righteousness, and take upon 
him the whole law : or let him remain in his 
own law, and neither add nor diminish. But 
if he employs himself in the law, or keeps a 
Sabbath, or makes any innovation, he is to be 
beaten and punished, and informed that he is 
for this guilty of death — but he is not to be 
killed."— (Hilchoth Melachim, c. x. 9.) 
This law is taken from the Talmudical trea- 
tise Sanhedrin,* where it is followed, by an 
apparently contradictory statement, •' that a 
Gentile who employs himself in the law is as 
good as a high priest ;^* but the contradiction 
is immediately removed by the explanation 
which there follows, and says, that *' law" is 
to be understood of the seven commandments 
of the Gentiles. Now we admit that liberty 
of conscience was not understood at the time ; 
and that it vould be unjust to expect that 
the compilers of the oral law (who were igno- 
rant of, or opposed to, the New Testament, 
where liberty of conscience was first plainly 
revealed) should be at all elevated above the 
level of their own times. But making this 
admission and apology for the men, we cannot 
help saying that the law itself is bad, and 
cannot be from God. Religion is a matter 
between God and man. The heart, the con- 
science, and the understanding are all alike 

• Fol. 59. col. 1. 



concerned. Instruction out of God*8 Word is 
therefore the only means of producing convic- 
tion. Entertaining these sentiments, we 
endeavour to compare the oral law with the 
Word of God, and to convince its advocates 
that they are in error. We do not wish to 
huve the modem Jews confounded with the 
authors of the system. Very many Jews of 
the present day are ignorant of its details. 
Not having time to make the inquiry, they 
take it for granted, that their forefathers were 
right in preferring their own system to Chrii- 
tianity, and that they are bound to do the 
same. But even those who are learned in the 
oral law, and know its details, are not to be 
viewed in the same light as the original com- 
pilers. They have received the system from 
their forefathers, and view it through the 
medium of filial affection and national preju- 
dice. They remember that to the Jews the 
law was given, and that the Jewish nation has 
been the original instrument in God's hand to 
diffuse light over the world ; they have there- 
fore hitherto taken it for granted that they 
must be right. The narrow prejudices of 
Christians for ages confirmed them in their 
views. But now circumstances are different. 
Christians begin to understand the position in 
which God has placed the Jewish nation, and 
to look forward to their restoration to the fa- 
vour of God as the time of blessing for the 
whole world. Christians can now honour and 
estimate the learning, the talent, and the con- 
stancy of those very rabbles whose system they 
consider as erroneous. Now, then, is the time 
for the Jews themselves to inquire into those 
religious opinions, which have been handed 
down to them, and to compare them with 
the law and the prophets. We trust that 
many will admit, that the laws which we 
have been considering are bad, and there- 
fore cannot be from God. Let them then 
remember, that the originators of these laws 
are the men who rejected the claims of the 
Lord Jesus Christ. If then these men were 
in error in making these laws, they were 
in condemning Jesus of Nazareth because 
he opposed them ; and if the laws be 
bad, the Lord Jesus was right in opposing 
them. Yea, and where they taught error He 
and his disciples taught the truth. The rab- 
bles have taught constraint Jesus of Nazareth 
and his disciples have taught that fire is not to 
be called down from heaven on those who differ 
from us ; that " the servant of God must 
not strive ; but be gentle to all men, apt to 
teach, patient, in meekness instructing those 
that oppose themselves ; if God will perad- 
venture give them repentance to the acknow- 
ledging of the truth." (2 Tim. ii. 25.) 
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The Jewish deputies, when asked by 
Napoleon whether they considered French- 
men as their brethren, replied in the affir- 
mative, and after quoting the Mosaic laws 
respecting the stranger said, '*' To these sen- 
timents of benevolence towards the stranger, 
Moses has added the precept of general love 
for mankind : ' Love thy felloto-crcature as 
thyself.^ *'* And in the authorised Jewish 
Catechism used in Bavaria, after the expla- 
nation of the moral duties, we find the fol- 
lowing question :^^' Are these laws and du- 
ties, affirmative and n^ative commandments, 
binding with respect to a non-Israelite ?" 
Answer — '^ By all means, for the fundamental 
law of all these duties, ^ Love thy neighbour 
as thyself,* is expressly laid down by the 
Holy Scriptures in reference to the non- 
Israelite, yea, to the heathen, as it is written, 
^ And if a stranger sojourn with thee in your 
land, ye shall not vex him. But the stranger 
that dwelleth with you shall be unto you as 
one bom amongst you, and thou shalt love him 
as thyself: for ye were strangers in the land 
of Egypt : I am the Lord your God.' " 
(Levit. xix. 33 — 35. )t These declarations are 
very explicit, and, as forming part of public 
documents, highly satisfactory. The repre- 
sentatives of the Jewish people in France, and 
the teachers of the Jewish youth in Bavaria, 
declare, that in the scriptural command, ^< Thou 
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself, '^ neighbour 
meaxi^ fellow.man, without distinction of na- 
tion or religion. Where then did they learn 
this interpretation ? From the Talmud or 
from the New Testament ? The Jewish De- 
puties say, from the former. On the page 
cited above they add, '^ This doctrine is also 
professed by the Talmud. We are bound, 
says a Talmudist, to love as brethren all those 
who observe the Noach%des,\ whatever their re- 
ligious opinions may otherwise be. We are 
bound to visit their sick, to bury their dead, 
to assist their poor, like those of Israel. In 
short there is no act of humanity which a true 
Israelite is not bound to perform towards those 
who observe the Noachides,*^ The Bavarian 
Catechism is more cautious. It makes no 

* Transactions of Parisian Sanhedrin, p. 178. 

t Lebrbuch der Mosaiscben Religion. Miinclien, 
1826, page 150. 

t We quote the passage as we find it. Noachides 
is bere taken for the seven coromandments of the 
children of Noah, contrary to the asnal acceptation 
of the word. 



such bold assertion respecting the Talmud. 
It only intimates that the oral law teaches 
this doctrine, by subjoining to the psissage 
from Leviticus the same extract from Alaimo- 
nides, alluded to by the Jewish deputies. 
The Catediism gives the extract a little more 
at length, and as follows : — '* We are bound 
in every thing to treat the non- Israelite, who 
sojourns with us with justice and with love, 
as we would treat an Israelite. Yea we are 
even bound to maintain him, as the Scripture 
teaches in the words, ^ Thou shalt give it to 
the stranger that is in thy gates, fhat he may 
eat it.' (Deut. xiv. 21.) Our wise men 
have commandetl us for the good of society, 
even to visit the sick of the heathen, to bury 
their dead, and to deal out alms to them : for 
of our Creator it is said, ' The Lord is good 
to all ; and his tender mercies are over all his 
works.' (Psalm cxlv. 9.) (Maimonid. Hil- 
choth Melachim 10, 12)." 

No doubt the passage as here given, both 
by the French deputies and the Bavarian Ca- 
techism, is very plausible ; and if it could be 
found verbatim either in the Talmud or any 
of its compendiums, would go far to justify 
the bold assertion of the former, and the cau- 
tious insinuation of the latter. But unfor- 
tunately the original passage is very different. 
In the above citations, it is mutilated in order 
to suit the purpose of the citers. In the Jad 

Uachasakah it stands as follows : 

T^y\ pM yra itnn na d3? pm:^? 'h rwn> pi 

]»« D>DDn rrcmi rm • ntaNi n::nn ^nriDa "wm 

^no or nrrno ninpVi • tipi'^r^ -ipib D^oDn lis 

" And thus it appears to me, that the prosC" 
lytes allowed to sojourn are to be treated with 
the same courtesy and benevolence as the 
Israelites ; for behold, we are commanded to 
maintain them, as it is written, ^ Thou shalt 
give it to the stranger (proselyte) that is in thy 
gates, that he may eat it.* As to that saying 
of our wise men not to return their salute^ U 
rtfers to the Gentiles, not to the proselyte 
allowed to sojourn. But even with regard to 
the heathen, the wise men have commanded 
us to visit itk&x sick, and to bury their dead 
with the dead of Israel, ^od to feed their poor 



14 



along with the poor of Israel, for the sake 
OF THE WAYS OF PEACE; for it is written, 
< The Lord is good to all, and his mercies are 
over all his worlds ;* and again, ' Her ways 
are ways of pleasantness, and all her paths are 
peace.'" (Prov. iii. 17.) The reader will 
observe that there are several eiriking differ, 
ences between this translation and that of the 
Bavarian Catechism ; and these differences 
prove that, by the word ''neighbour," the 
oral law does not understand a fellow-man 
without any regard to his religious opinions. 
First, the Bavarian Catechism says, *' We are 
bound in eveiythin^ to treat tlie non- Israelite 
who sojourns with us with justice and with 
love, and as we would treat an Israelite." 
The original says, '* And thus it appears to 
fwe, that the proselytes allowed to sojourn are 
to be treated with the same courtesy and 
benevolence as the Israelites." The Bavarian 
Catechism translates this passage as if it were 
the undisputed law of Israel thus to act ; 
whereas Maimonides only offers his own opi. 
nion. He says, '* It appears to me." Here 
the French deputies represent the matter more 
accurately, by saying, '^ We are bound, says 
a Talmudist*^ Not the Talmud, but a Tal- 
mudist. Then, again, the Bavarian Cate- 
chism speaks generally of '^ non-Israelites." 
Maimonides speaks of only one particular 
class, the proselytes who had permission to 
sojourn in the land of Israel. That we do 
not misrepresent Maimonides' meaning, is plain 
from the words of the Jewish deputies, who 
also restrict the sense to that one particular 
class. '' We are bound, says a Talmudist, 
to love as brethren all those who observe the 
Noachides^ whatever their religious opinions 
may otherwise be." Here, then, on the show- 
ing of the Jewish deputies themselves, the 
Talmud does not teach that all men are to 
be loved as brethren, but only those who keep 
the seven commandments of Noah. How, 
then, are we to regard the idolater and the 
heathen, who have not embraced these seven 
commandments, and how are we to treat 
them ? This leads us to notice, 

2dly, The important omission made by the 
Bavarian Catechism. In citing the words of 
Maimonides, the compilers have omitted the 
whole sentence, '* As to the saying of our wise 
men not to return their salute, it refers to the 
Gentiles, not to the proselytes allowed to 
sojourn." To this sentence, tlie French 
Jewish deputies have also made no allusion ; 
and yet this sentence is found in the very 
middle of the passage quoted. What goes 
before and what follows is quoted by both, 
but both have with one common consent 
omitted this passage. Now this mere fact of 
omission is, in itself, sufficient to excite the 
suspicions of Israelites not acquainted with 
the oral law. The Jewish deputies in Paris, 
and the compilers of the Jewish Catechism in 



Bavaria, had one common object—they wished 
to prove, or to intimate, that the Talmud 
teaches us to love as ourselves all our fellow- 
men, without any respect to religious differ- 
ences. In order to prove this, they both re- 
fer to one and the same passage — and from 
the middle of that passage they both omit one 
important sentence. What conclusion will 
be drawn by any man of common understand- 
ing ? Just this, that as they both quote one 
and the same passage, there must be a great 
scarcity of proof from the Talmud ; and that, 
as they both make the same omission, the 
sentence omitted must be unfavourable to that 
proof; and that, therefore, this one passage 
does not prove that the Talmud teaches any 
such doctrine. Such is the conclusion to 
which we are led by considering the facts of 
the case. An examination of the omitted 
passage will show that this conclusion is most 
just — '' As to the saying of our wise men, not 
to return their salute, it refers to the Gentiles, 
not to the proselytes allowed to sojourn." 
Had this passage been inserted in its place, 
the Bavarian Catechism could not have been 
translated 2\znn n^ (sojourning proselytes) 
'^ non-Israelites," for from this passage it 
appears that these sojourners axe d^if^ereTii fsom 
the '* Gentiles," whose salute is not to be 
returned. In plain English, this passage 
restricts '* the courtesy and benevolence " to 
those proselytes who, by taking upon them 
the seven commandments of Noah, obtained 
the privilege of sojourning in the land of 
Israel ; and consequently excludes '^ the Gen- 
tiles " — and consequently disproves the asser- 
tion that the Talmud teaches us to love as 
ourselves all our fellow-men, without any 
respect to religious differences. On the con- 
trary, this passage tells us that the salutation 
of the Gentiles is not to be returned. It 
prescribes two different lines of conduct to be 
pursued towards different religionists, and 
makes the difference of religious persuasion 
the basis of the rule. But some readers may 
say, that the difference is very small — that the 
command *' not to return the salute of the 

Gentiles," is a mere matter of etiquette 

whereas the command to visit the sick of the 
Gentiles, to bury their dead, and to feed their 
poor, is a substantial kindness. This we 
should admit, if the reason assigned for such 
conduct, " for the sake of the ways of peace," 
did not utterly remove all the apparent kind- 
ness. And this brings us to 

The third misrepresentation of the Bava- 
rian Catechism. It translates the words ^:DD 
uho ^Tn (for the sake of the ways of peace) 
" for the good of society." Here, then, 
there is an evident difference between us. But 
who is right ? We do not ask the Israelite 
to believe us. Maimonides here refers to an- 
other passage of the oral law, where this ex- 
pression is fully explained, and where the ' 
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command **not to return the salutation of the 
Oentiles*' is also found. Wc will give tills 
passage, and then the unlearned can judge for 
themselves ;— > 

• mbttJ »DT? »3DD 'ysr **» D» OVby «» D^3"tt30 

♦3D0 mw) nrotj Ep^i dv'd» «» 'ti |TraD pn 
'SDD D3n tyi»2 '^EKi DDibtta D^Vwittn • d"iV«? ^ain 

ii«o • Dibttj lb nnb lan nva oV'^y ns: b^j in^ib 
te p* : «>n nitJii rttry notja mk? ib ]m2 ptJi 
. rYttDiHTf pb ^ttr ib:ittj pn mVn 'mo« ib«n Dnam 
V«T«r Tttj pn b2» btfra" b$ nsrpn nVDy Ttj "w 
'to* lyya dV3 it» mr^ ^^b tidm Drr*» rtcppn 

" The poor of the idolaters are to be fed with 
the poor of Israel for the sake of the ways of 
peace* They are also permitted to have part 
of the forgotten sheaf, and the corner of the 
field, for the sake of the ways of peace. It is 
also lawful to ask after their health, even on 
their feast'day, for the sake of the ways of 
peace ; but never to return (literally reiterate) 
the salutation, nor to enter ihe house of an 
idolater on the day of his festival to salute 
him. If he be met in the street, he is to be 
saluted in a low tone of voice, and with a 
heavy head. But all these things are said 
only of the time that Israel is in captivity 
among the nations, or that the hand of tfie 
idolaters is strong upon Israel, But when 
ihe hand of Israel is strong upon them, we are 
forbidden to suffer an idolater amongst us, 
even so much as to sojourn incidentally, or to 
pass from place to place with merchandize. 
He is not to pass through our land until he 
take upon him the seven commandments 
given to the children of Noah, for it is said, 
' They shall not dwell in thy land,* (Exod. 
xxiii 33,) not even for an hour. But if he 
take upon himself the seven commandments, 
then he is a proselyte permitted to sojourn. 
(ittnn "TJ)." Hilchoth Accum., c x. 5, &c 
This is the passage alluded to, and the reader 
may now judge whether the words, *' For the 
sake of the ways of peace," can be interpreted 
as the Bavarian Catechism renders them, *' for 
the good of society." If so, then " the good 
of society " is to be consulted only whilst the 
Jews are in captivity, and the Gentiles have 
got the power : but as soon as the Jews get 
power, " the good of society " may safely be 
disregarded. The meaning plainly is, that in 
the present position of affairs it is advisable to 
keep the peace between Jews and Gentiles, 
inasmuch as the Gentiles are at present the 
strongest. Now, then, it is expedient to visit 
the sick, and feed the ])onr, and bury the dead 
of the Gentiles, for this will promote that 
object ; but when the tables are turned, and 



the Gentiles are the weakest, there will be no 
necessity ^' for the ways of peace," or, as the 
Bavarian catechism has it, << for the good of 
society." It is plain, therefore, that Uie pas- 
sage cited by the French deputies and the 
Bavarian catechism does not answer the pur- 
pose for which it is cited. It does not prove 
that the Talmud teaches us to love our fel- 
low-men as ourselves, whatever be their reli- 
gious opinions. On the contrary, it teacher 
that a wide distinction is to be made between 
one class of religionists and another ; and that 
if men be idolaters, we are to show them no 
kindness, except for fear of the consequence* 
that might result from betraying our real 
sentiments. When, therefore, the Jewish de« 
puties and the compilers of the Bavarian 
Catechism asserted the true explanation of the 
Mosaic command, '' Thou shalt love thy 
neighbour as thyself," it is plain that they 
had not learned it from the Talmud, but 
somewhere else. We hesitate not to say, that 
they learned it from the New Testament, for 
there it is taught plainly, repeatedly, and 
without any reservation. A certain lawyer 
once asked Jesus of Nazareth, <^ Who is my 
neighbour ? And Jesus answering, said, A 
certain man went down from Jerusalem to 
Jericho, and fell among thieves, which stripped 
him of his raiment, and wounded him, and de» 
parted, leaving him half dead. And by 
chance there came down a certain priest that 
way ; and when he saw him he passed by on 
the other side. And likewise a Levite, when 
he was at the place, came and looked on him,, 
and passed by on the other side. But a certain 
Samaritan, as he journeyed, came where he 
was ; and when he saw him, he had compas* 
siou on him, and went to him, and bound up 
his wounds, pouring in oil and wine, and set 
him on his own beast, and brought him to an 
inn, and took care of him. And on the 
morrow when he departed, he took out two> 
pence, and gave them to the host, and said 
unto him, Take care of him ; and whatsoever 
thou spendest more, when I come again, I 
will repay thee. Which now of these three^ 
thinkest thou, was neighbour to him that fell 
among the thieves ? And he said. He that 
showed mercy on him. Then said Jesus unta 
him. Go thou and do likewise." (Luke x. 
29, &c.) Here then the Lord Jesus Christ 
teaches us that we are to show kindness even 
to an idolater, for that even he is included in 
the class specified by tiie word " neighbour." 
Jesus of Nazareth makes no limitation '* for 
the sake of the ways of peace," but gives a 
general command. And he appears to have 
selected this case of a man lying half dead, 
in order to contrast it with a similar case sup- 
posed in the oral law. 

«' If a Gentile, an idolater, be seen perishing, 
or drowning in a river, he is not to be helped 
out If he be seen near to death, he is not ta 
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king, let my counsel be acceptable unto thee/ unto his neighbour/ ** Hildioth Gezelah, c. L 

Daniel iv. 23, in English 27-)* A more 7- So that the reason here assigned why the 

striking instance of the spirit of the Talmud Gentile is not to get the fifth part in addition, 

can hardly be found. Nebuchadnezzar was is, because he is not a neighbour. In like 

the benefactor of Daniel, and had eleyated him manner, in the xith chapter of this same 

from the situation of a captive to the first dig- treatise, which treats of the restoration of things 

nity of the empire; and Daniel had not found, it is expressly commanded to restore 

refused, but voluntarily taken upon himself whatever belongs to a Jew, because he is a 

the duties and responsibilities of the king's brother ; but to keep whatever belongs to an 

diief adviser. Under such circumstances, an idolater, because he is not a brother, 

ordinary reader of the Bible would imagine y^yn ifsmXD man? m2JD btrm^ rrT2« mwi 
.that Daniel was bound by every tie ofgra- ; Dl'm 



titude to his benefactor, of duty and fidelity ,. rn ^ ^ t v .v .i. ^ 

♦n hu ^v^rpi^n *n r,iJ hi,r, th/hp«t -^vJ.p ii ' ^o rcstorc to an Isradite any thing that 




lity are out of the question; and because "-" ag^m unto thy brother ' (Deut xxii. 1.) 

Daniel exercised those godlike ^aces, he was ' T™ *"^^^ "^^^ "^^° ^'^ ^^ ^^ "^^ 

, punished. It appearsfat all event^, on the ^ i^ ^^'^ ^^^ ^^f "^^^ ^ ^^ "T^^ 

Talmud's own showing, that Daniel was not ^"^"^ n2 Dttn rw tmp'? rrmn DW • nVw >3?tm 

a Talmudist These extracts seem sufficient • "^"'^^ ^ "^^ ™''*^ '"^^ °^t^ ""J?"" '»<'^ "« 

^ to prove, that the Talmud altogether excludes " Any thing that a Gentile has lost is 

idolaters from all benefit of the command, lawful, for it is said, ' With all lost things of 

" Thou shah love thy neighbour as thyself." thy brother's.'' (Deut xxii. a) And he that 

The system which makes it unlawful to restores it transgresses a transgression, for he 

save his life, to cure his sickness, to suckle strengthens the hands of the wicked of the 

his child, to help his wife in the hour of world. But if he restore it in order to sanctify 

nature's' trial, or even to give him good advice, the Name, that they may think well of Israel, 

can scarcely be said to teach us to love all our a»^d know that they are honest people, this is 

fellow-men, without any regard to religious praiseworthy." In these passages (and many 

differences. It may, however, be said, that ^ore might be added if it were necessary) it 

the passages adduced lead to this conclusion is plainly taught that an idolatrous GentUe is 

only by inference, and that none of them ex- "ot to be regarded as " our neighbour," or our 

pressly declares that an idolater is not our brother. We think then that we have fully 

neighbour. We shall, therefore, add a few proved that the Jewish deputies in France, and 

passages where this is plainly taught. the compilers of the Jewish Catechism in Ba- 

dTVO 13>M «Tpn T)D3 ^W 1« >^yn rw aaian ^^^^i ^^^ "ot learn their exposition of the 

^7rTh nmnb D>2tO dSp now:® idhirV^ «b« command, "Thou shalt love thy neighbour as 

- „ , , - ^ ., 1 . particular passage which they quote, nor from 

«*He that steals from a Gentile, or he that the general principles of the Talmudic system. 




8, English 9.) To his neighbour, not to de- peatedly. We quoted, in proof, a parable 

voted property. To his neighbour, and not spoken by the Lord Jesus Christ. We shall 

to a Gentile.'' (HUchoth Genevah., c. li. 1.) now add a few more passages in confirmation. 
The same decision is given with respect to As to showing kindness to all our fellow- 

the law found Levit. v. 20 (in English, vi. 1), men, the New Testament teaches us to make 

" If a soul sm, and commit a trespass agamst no exception with regard to idolaters, or others 

the Lord, and lie unto his neighbour^ .... who have not the same creed, but gives the 

all that about which he has sworn falsely ; he foUowing general rules :— " As we have, 

shall even restore it m the principal, and therefore, opportunity, let us do good ukto 

shall add the fifth part more thereto.'' The ^ll men, especially unto them that are of 

orai law says— the household of faith." (Gal. vi. 10.) " See 

tJDiTO l«n I3>n '^^ T\A oVttJD *iab M«:n that no man render evil for evil unto any 

: in>D3^l VTrai yotKiXO man ; but ever follow that which is good both 

*' He that sweareth to a Gentile must pay the among yourselves, and to all men." (1 

principal, but is not bound to add the fifth Thess. v. 15.) " The Lord make you to in- 

part — (why not?) because it is said, ' and lie crease and abound in love one toward 

another, and toward all menv" (1. Thess. 

• Hilchoth Roizeach, c. xH. 15- See also Bava iii. 12.) You observe that in these eeneral 

Bathra,fol. IV. col. 1., about the middle of the page, ^..i^ :l„ xr-™ t^«»*-«^«.,* i * 

where the punisbmem of Daniel is more fully dis- ^"*^ !*I® ^^'^ Testament makes no reserva- 

(OMed. V tion with respect to idolaters, or epicureans, 
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or heretics, or any other of those unfortunate 
beings whom the Talmud outlaws from all 
the common charities of'^umanity. It com- 
mands us to do good to all — and that not to 
avoid enmity, nor for the sake of the 
ways of peace, nor because we are afraid, nor 
because we wish them to speak well of us, 
and to be thought honest people, but because 
it is our duty. The New Testament requires 
of its followers, not only to abstain ^^ from 
active violence*' in injuring them, but to do 
active good in assisting them, and the examples, 
which it proposes for our imitation, are of the 
same character as the precepts which it im- 
poses upon our obedience. It sets before us 
Jesus of Nazareth, whom the traditionists 
crucified, praying for his murderers, and 
saying, <^ Father, forgive them ; for they know 
not what they do" — and Stephen, his first 
mart3rr, interceding for them that stoned him, 
' Lord, lay not this sin to their charge.*' And 
Paul, whose feelings to those who differed 
from him in religion are thus expressed, 
*' Brethren, my heart's desire and my prayer 
to God for Israel is that they may be saved.'* 
It sets before us the disciples of the Lord Jesus 
healing the diseases of all who applied, 
without reference to their religious opinions. 
(Acts xix. 11). We repeat our question, 
then, which system is according to the truth 
and the will of God, the Talmud, or the New 
Testament? Your brethren in France and 
Bavaria have declared, by adopting the New 
Testament exposition, that it is right ; and by 
rejecting the intolerant principle which per- 
vades the oral law, that the orsJ law is wrong. 
We trust tliat your hearts respond to their de- 
clarations. But we do not rest the decision 
on the natural feelings of the heart, we appeal 
to Moses and the prophets. 

The question is, do the laws, which God 
gave respecting the idolatrous nations of 
Canaan, apply to all other idolaters, and under 
all circumstances ? The oral law answers this 
question in the affirmative, and hence the 
■ource of all those revolting laws whidi we 
have just considered. But ^e oral law is 
wrong : 1st, Because it draws a general con- 
clusion from a particular case, which is con- 
trary to all sound reasoning. That the com- 
mand to destroy these nations was pecu- 
liar appears from the command itself — God 
does not speak generally of all the heathen, 
but only of certain nations which he specifies 
— ^^ When the Lord tliy God shall bring 
thee into the land, whither thou goest to pos- 
sess it, and hath cast out many nations before 
thee, the Hittites, and the Girgashites, and 
the Amorites, and the Canaanites, and the 
Perrizzites, and the Hivites, and the Jebusites, 
seven nations greater and mightier than thou ; 
and when the Lord thy God shall deliver them 
before thee ; thou shalt smite them, and 
utterly destroy them; thou shalt make no 



covenant with, nor shew mercy unto them." 
(Deut. vii. 1, 2.) Here the command is pre- 
cise, and is as much violated by extending it 
to those, to whom God has not extended it, as 
by refusing to execute it on those, whom He 
has here designated as the just victims of his 
wrath. 

2dly, The oral law is wrong in this general 
application, for it contradicts &e written law — 
God expressly distinguishes between these 
and the other nations—'^ When thou comest 
nigh unto a dty to fight against it, then pro- 
claim peace unto it. And it shall be, if it 
make thee answer of peace, and open unto 
thee, then it shall be, that all the people that 
is found therein shall be tributaries unto 
thee, and they shall serve thee. .... Thus 
shalt thou do unto all the cities which are very 
far from thee, which are not of the cities of 
these nations. But of the cities of these peo<^ 
pie, which the Lord thy God doth give thee 
for an inheritance, thou shalt save alive nothing 
that breatheth, but thou shalt utterly destroy 
them; the Hittites, and the Amorites, the 
Canaanites, and the Perizzites, the Hivites, and 
the. Jebusites; as the Lord thy God hath 
commanded thee." (Deut xx. 10, 18.) In 
the first case God commands mercy — in the 
second, extermination. And if, as in the first 
case, he commands merciful dealing even to a 
nation at war with Israel, much more does he 
command it towards those, with whom Israel is 
not at war. 

3dly, The written law not only gives a 
general rule, but lays down exceptions founded 
on certain principles. ** Thou shalt not abhor 
an Edomite, for he is thy brother ; thou shalt 
not abhor an Egyptian, because thou wast a 
stranger in his land." (Deut. xxiii. 70 Now 
the Egyptians were idolaters, yet God com* 
mands the Israelites not to abhor them, and 
gives a reason which will now apply to most 
nations of the earth — ," Because thou wast a 
stranger in his land." Suppose, then, that a 
rabbioist were to see an Egyptian drowning, 
is he to show him mercy ? To say No, will 
contradict the written law ; and to say Yes, 
will overthrow the monstrous fabric of rabbi« 
nic legislation respecting idolaters. 

4thly, The general practice of the Israel* 
ites, as described in the subsequent books of 
the Old Testament, directly contradicts the 
oral law. We have seen already that the 
prophet Daniel did not hold the doctrine, that 
no mercy was be shown to an idolater. When 
he knew of the judgment that was about to 
descend on Nebuchadnezzar, he was deeply 
distressed. ^' He was astonied for one hour, 
and his thoughts troubled him ;" and instead 
of leaving 3\e idolater to perish, he endea- 
voured to find means to ward off'the calamity. 
The prophet Elisha was of the same mind ; 
when the idolatrous leper came to him for 
help, he administered it, and, contrary to the 
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Talmudic command, he administtered it ^f/a. 
tuitously ; and Gehazi, for acting in confor- 
mity to Talmudic ordinance, and making the 
idolater pay, was smitten with the leprosy. 
(2 Kings V. 20.) In like manner, when the 
Syrian host was miraculously led into Samaria, 
and the King of Israel proposed to act as a 
Talmudist and smite them, the man of God 
answered, ^* Thou shall not smite them ; 
wouldest thou smite those whom thou hast 
taken with thy sword and bow ? Set bread 
and water before them, that they may eat and 
drink and go to their master. '* (2 Kings vi. 
21, 22.) This answer is important, as it not 
only furnishes an example, but exhibits the 
principle, according to which idolatrous cap. 
tives, not Canaanites, were to be treated. The 
prophet appeals to the general rule, '^ Wouldest 
thou smite those whom thou hast taken captive 
with thy sword and bow ?" Even then, as they 
are not Canaanites, they ought not to be 
smitten ; therefore, in this case much more, 
they ought to be treated with mercy. We 
have still another instance of a prophet acting 
contrary to the oral law, and in conformity 
with the New Testament interpretation. The 
prophet Jonah once saw idolaters ^' nigh unto 
death,** and ready to sink in the great deep, 
but he had mercy on them, and pointed out 
the means of deliverance. When he fled from 
the presence of the Lord, the mariners in whose 
ship he sailed were idolaters ; for when the 
storm raged, it is said, " They cried every 
roan unto his god.** In their anguish they 
said unto him, ^' What shall we do unto thee, 
that the sea may be calm unto us ?** In other 
words, " What shall we do to save our lives ?*' 
Now if Jonah had been a Talmudist, it would 
have been plainly not his duty to have told 
them, but to have allowed the sea to rage on 
until the ship went to pieces, and he had the 
satisfaction of seeing the idolaters go to the 
bottom. This would have been an act of 
obedience to a precise command, and could 
have made no difference to Jonah. For, as to 
himself, there are two suppositions possible, 
either he knew that the Lord had prepared a 
fish to swallow him, or he knew it not If 
he knew it, then he was secure of his own 
safety, and would have known that the fish 
could find him out just as readily if the ship 
went to pieces, as if the idolaters threw him 
into the sea. It would, therefore, have been 
doubly his duty to conceal from the idolaters 
the means of deliverance. On this supposition, 
Jonah*8 counsel to them can only be accounted 
for on the principle that he was not a Talmu- 



dist, bvit considered it his duty to save the 
lives of perishing idolaters, even when nothing 
was to be feared or to be gained. If, on the 
other hand, he did not know of the fish, he 
must have expected a watery grave, whether 
the idolaters threw him into the sea, or 
whether he waited until the ship went to 
pieces. In this case, also, if a Talmudist, 
it would have been his duty to have stayed 
where he was, and if he perished, die in the 
fulfilment of the command, to show no mercy 
to idolaters. But he did not— he had com- 
passion on them, and, to save their lives, re- 
linquished his only chance of safety, by telling 
them to throw him into the sea. It is plain, 
therefore, that Jonah was not a Talmudist. 
We have here, then, three inspired prophets, 
Daniel, Elisha, and Jonah, all bearing a prac- 
tical testimony against the Talmudic prin. 
ciple, which extends God*s law against the 
Canaanites to all idolaters, and under all cir- 
cumstances. 

Lastly, we have the testimony of the God 
of Israel himself. He who gave the command 
to destroy the Canaanites on account of their 
exceeding wickedness, shows by his own 
dealings with the world, that this case is an 
exception to the general rule, for '' The 
Lord is good to all, and his mercies are 
over all his works.** He provides food 
and clothing for the idolater, as well as for 
those who worship him in truth; or, as 
the New Testament says, *' He maketh 
his sun to me on the evil and on the good, 
and sendeth rain on die just and the un- 
just** (Matt vi. 45.) He, then, whose 
conduct most resembles that of his Creator, is, 
beyond all doubt, the nearest to the truth. 
The Talmud, therefore, is wrong, and the 
New Testament explanation of the com- 
mand, ** Thou shalt love thy neighbour as 
thyself,** is right. We ask the Jews, then, to 
account for this fact, that Jesus of Nazareth 
was right, and those who condemned him 
wrong, respecting one-half of the whole law. 
And we ask, moreover, those Jews who abhor 
the above Talmudic principles, how they can 
conscientiously join in the synagogue prayers, 
which ascribe to the Talmud Divine authority ? 
We ask them why, at the very least, they 
have never publidy protested against these 
enormities ; but allow their brethren through 
the world to remain victims to a system, which 
not only contradicts the written law of God, 
but outrages all the better feelings of even 
fallen humanity ? 
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When, at the dose of the fifteenth century, 
the Jews were driven out of Spain, some of the 
magnanimous exiles, who had preferred loss of 
all things to a compulsory change of religion, 
arrived at the frontiers of Portugal, and there 
sought an asylum. A permanent abode was 
refused, and a temporary sojourn was granted 
them on two conditions — 1st, that each should 
pay a certain quantity of gold for his admis- 
sion ; and 2dly, that if they were found in 
Portugal after a certain day, they should either 
consent to be baptised, or be sold for slaves.* 
Now Jews of every degree and shade of reli- 
gious belief will agree with us, that these con- 
ditions were most disgraceful to those who 
imposed them. To refuse gratuitous assistance 
to the poor and needy, merely because they 
had been brought up in a different religious 
faith, was utterly unworthy of those professing 
faith in divine revelation. To compel the un- 
fortunate to choose between loss of liberty or of 
conscience was the act of a fiend. But now 
suppose that the Portuguese had endeavoured 
to persuade these poor exiles that their conduct, 
however base it might appear, was commanded 
by God himself. Suppose, further, that when 
called upon to prove that this command was from 
Ood, they had confessed that no such command 
was to be found in the written books of their re- 
ligion, that it was only a tradition of their oral 
law, do you think that the Jewish exiles would 
have been satisfied with such proof, and sub- 
mitted ? Would they not, in the first place, 
have questioned the authority of a command 
resting merely upon uncertain tradition ? And 
would they not have argued, from the detestable 
nature of the command itself, that it could not 
possibly emanate from the God of truth and 
love ? We ask you then to apply these prin- 
ciples to rro^itt? mm the oral law. The Por- 
tuguese refuse>d to perform an act of humanity 
to the unfortunate Jewish exiles, unless they 
were paid for it. Your oral law, as we showed 
io our last number, forbids you to give me- 
dical advice to a sick idolater gratuitously. 
The Portuguese voluntarily undertook to con- 
vert the Jews by force. Your oral law teaches 
compulsory conversion as a divine command. 
If the oral law could be enforced, liberty of 
conscience would be at an end. Neither Jew 
nor Gentile would be permitted to exercise the 
judgment, which God has given him. His only 
alternative would be submission to rabbinic 

* Jott, volam* vU. p. Dl. 



authority, or death. The dreadful command 
to kill, by any means, those Israelites who 
have become epicureans, or idolaters, or apos- 
tates, is well known,t and sufliciently proves 
that the oral law recognises no such thing as 
liberty of conscience in IsraeL It pronounces 
a man an apostate if he denies its divine au- 
thority, and demands his life As the penalty. 
The execution of this one command would Kll 
the world with blood and horror ; and recal 
all the worst features of inquisitorial tyranny. 
Not now to mention those Israelites who have 
embraced Christianity, there are in England 
and every part of Europe many high-minded 
and honourable Jews, who have practically re- 
nounced the authority of the oral law. The 
rabbinical millennium would commence by 
handing over all such to the executioner. 
Their talents, their vh-tue, their learning, their 
moral excellence, would avail nothing. Found 
guilty of epicureanism or apostacy, because 
they dared to think for themselves, and to act 
according to their convictions, they would have 
to undergo the epicurean's or the apostate's fate. 
Such is the toleration of the oral law towards 
native Israelites, but it is equally severe to 
converts. It allows no second thoughts. It 
l^islates for relapsed converts, as the Spanish 
Inquisition did for those Jews who, after em- 
bracing Christianity, returned to their former 
faith, and sentences all such to death. 

r« • D-npo 7vrw2 nnh nttnn na niTiVi 'n nrwo 
: a-irr i« in b^b bifwr'2 tvtv «^« ♦ ^b puyxo 
" A Noahite who has become a proselyte, and 
been circumcised and baptised, and afterwards 
wishes to return from after the Lord, and to be 
only a sojourning proselyte, as he was before, 
is not to be listened to — on the contrary, either 
let him be an Israelite in every thing, or let 
him be put to death." (Hilchoth I\lelachim, 
ex. 3.) In this law there is an extraor- 
dinary severity. The oral law admits that a 
Noahite, that is, a heathen who has taken upon 
himself the seven commandments of the 
children of Noah, may be saved. It cannot, 
therefore, be said that the severity was dictated 
by a wish to deter men from error, and to re- 
strain them from rushing upon everlasting ruin, 
as the inquisition pleads. The oral law goet 
a little further, and not only will not permit a 
man to change his creed, but will not even 
t Hllchoih Rotitach, c. iv. 10. 



■uRet him to change his ccKmonial Dbacrvuicen. 
Thougli the man should commil no crime, and 
though he should continue to wotshipthe one 
true Ood in apirll and in truth, yet if he only 
alter the oulward forms of his leljaion, modern 
Judaism Kquim that he should be put to 

But the lender care of the oral Us is not 

limited lathe nanow canRoea of Judaism, it 
exlentjs also to ihe heathcD, amongst whom it 
directs the Ime futh to be propagated by the 
iword. First, it gives a particular rule. In 
esse of war with the Gentiles, it commands 
the Jevs to offer peace on tno conditions — 
the one that tbey should became IributarieB, 
the other that the; should renounce idolatry 
and take upon them the seven precepts of the 
Noahites, and tben adds — 

■ o-'jiim croCT ta pTim nonVo crrw fvw 
ytsp vfn Twn pmn pn dcei ayiaa to prui 

'* But if the; will not make peace, or if 
the; will make peace but nill not take upon 
Ulsm the seven commandments, the war is to 
be carried on against ihem, and all the adult 
malei are to be put to death ; and their pro- 
pen; and iheir little ones are to be taken as 

put to death, for it is said, ' The women and 
the littJe ones' (Deut. xx. 14), and here 
little ones means male infants." (Uilcboth 
Melachim, c vl. 4.) Now what diSereoce, 
we would uk, is Ibere between the conduct 
hei«prescribed, and that actually practised by 
the Portuguese, at the period above referred 
to, and thus described by a Jew;*—" At the 
expiration of the appointed time, most of the 
Jews had emigrated, but man; still remained 
in the country. The King therefore gave 
orders to take away from them all ibeir chil. 
drea urtder fourteen years of age, to distribute 
^em amongst Christians, U> send them to the 
iiewl;.dtscovered islands, and thus to pluck 
up Judaism by the roots. Dreadful was the 
er; of lamentation uttered by the parents, but 
the unfortunates found no mercy." Do you 
condemn this conduct in the Portuguese F 
Be then coDsisCent, and condemn it In the 
Talmud loo. As for ourselves, we abhor it 
a« much, yea more, in those calling them. 
selves Christians. We look upon the actors 
in that tranaaction aa a disgrace to the Chris- 
tian name, and the deed itself as a foul blot 
upon the hisiory of Christendom. But we 
cannat help thinking that, dreadful and de- 
testable as ibis mude of conversion is, it 
pleased God in bis providence to sufi^ wicked 
men thus to persecute Israel, that ihe Jews 
might have a prartical eipetience of the wick- 
edness of the oral law. and thus be led lo 



preferred the oral hw. Tbb li . 
tatcd by a spirit of retaliation upon the Por- 
tuguese, hut invented by the PhsriBtea cen. 
luries before Portugsl was a kingdom, com. 
manded the Jews to convert the heathen by 
force, to murder all wbo would not consent to 
be thus converted, and to take away the 
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principles, who 
look Bwa; iheir children, attempted to convert 
tbcmsclves by forc(^ and sold for slaves the 
Jews who icfuaed to be thus converted ; so 
that the very misfortunes of the nation leslif; 
aloud against those traditions which they pre- 
ferred to the Word of God. But peihaps 
some Jew will say that this is only a particu- 
lar command, referring to the nations in the 
vicinity of the land of Israel. We reply, 
that ihecommaiid to convert the heathen by 
force, is not particular, but general, referring 
to the whole world. If the Jews had the 
power, this is the conduct which ihey are to 
pursue towards all the nations of the earth. 
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mat come mco tne woria to taiic upon them- 
selves the commandments imposed upon the 
sons of Noah, and whosoever will not receive 
them is to be put to death." (Uilcltoth 
Melachim, c. viil. 4.) 

Such is the Talmudic system of toleration, 
and such the means which it prescribes for 
the conversion of the world. We acknow- 
ledge that persons calling themselves Chris- 
tians have had an oral law very similar in its 
principles and precepts, but we fcarlesal; chal. 
lenge the whole world to point out any thing 
simiUr in the doctrines of Jesus Christ, or in 
the wrilinga of his aposlles. The New Testa- 
tament does, indeed, leach us to seek the con- 
version of the world, not b; force of arms, but 
by teaching tlic truth. " Go ;e, therefore, 
and make disciples of all nations, baptizing 
ihem in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost ; .teaching them 
to observe all things whatsoever 1 have com- 
manded ;ou." (MatL nxviii. I3.) In the 
parable of the lares and wileal, Jcsos of Naza- 
reth hath expressly taught us that physical 
force is not to be emph);ed in order to re- 
move moral error. The servants »re repre- 
sented as asking the master of the house, 
whether the; shoold go and root out the tarea 
that grew amongst the wheat, but the answer 
is, " Nay, lest while ye gather up the tares, 
;e root up also the wheat widi them. I>et 
both grow iMcther until the harvest ; and in 
the lime of harvest I will say to the reapers. 
Gather ye together first the tares, and bind 



23 



them In bundles to bum them : but gather 
the wheat into my barn/' (Matt. xiiL 24 — 
43.) He tells us ezpresslj to have nothing to 
do with the sword, ^' For all they iliat Uike 
the sword, shall perish with the sword.*' 
(liatL zzvi. 52.) And therefore the apostle 
sajTS, ^^ The weapons of our warfiue are not 
carnal, but mighty through God to the pull- 
ing down of strongholds." (2 Cor. x. 4) 
Here again, then, there is a great difference 
between the oral law and the New Testament. 
The former commands that the truth be main, 
tftined and propagated by the sword. The 
latter tells us that '^ faith cometh by hearing, 
and hearing by the Word of Ood." Which, 
then, is most agreeable to the doctrine of Moses 
and the prophets ? We answer fearlessly, the 
means prescribed by the New Testament, for — 
1st, No instance can be adduced from the 
Old Testament, in which God commanded the 
propagation of the truth by the power of the 
sword. The extirpation of the seven nations 
of Canaan is not in point, for the Israelites 
were not commanded to make them any offer 
of mercy on condition of conversion. The 
measure of their iniquity was full, and there- 
fore the command to destroy every soul abso- 
lute. Neither in the command referred to by 
Mamonides is there the least refcrjnce to con- 
version. It simply says, " When thou 
comest nigh unto a city to fight against it, 
then proclaim peace unto it. And it shall be 
if it make th^ answer of peace, and open 
unto thee, then it shaU be that all the people 
that is found therein shall be tributaries unto 
thee, and they shall serve thee. And if it 
will make no peace with thee, but will make 
war against thee, then thou shalt besiege it : 
and when the Lord thy God hath delivered it 
into thine hands, thou shalt smite every male 
thereof with the edge of the sword. But the 
women and the little ones, and the cattle, and 
all that is in the city, even all the spoil there- 
of, shalt thou take unto thyself." (Deut xx. 
10 — 14.) Here is not one word said about 
conversion, or aliout the seven commandments 
of the sons of Noah. The command itself is 
hypothetical, ^^ When thou comest nigh unto 
a dty;" and therefore gives no colour nor 
pretext for setting out on a war of conversion, 
*^ to compel all that come into the world." 
As it stands, it is a humane and merciful di- 
rection to restrain the horrors of the then pre- 
vailing system of warfare ; and beautifully 
exemplifies the value which God sets upon the 
life of man, whatever his nation or his reli- 
gion. He will not suffer it to be destroyed 
unnecessarily ; and even in case of extremity, 
he commands the lives of the women and 
the children, who never bore arms against 
Israel, to be spared. There is not a syllable 
about forcing their consciences: that is all 
pure gratuitous addition of the oral law, 



which turns' a merciful command into an 
occasion of bigotry and religious t]rranny. 

2dly, As God has given no command to 
propagate rehgion by the sword, so neither 
has He given any countenance to such doc- 
trine, by the instrumentality which He has 
emplnyei for the prescrvatiou of religion in 
the world. He did not dioose a mighty na- 
tion of soldiers as the depositories of his 
truth, nor any of the overtumers of kingdoms 
for his prophets. If it had been his intention 
to convert the world by force of arms, Nim- 
rod would have been a more suitable instru- 
ment than Abraham, and the mighty kingdom 
of Egypt more fitted for the task than the 
family of Hebrew captives. But by the very 
choice He showed, that truth was to be propa- 
gated by divine power working conviction In 
the minds of men, and not by physical 
strength. It would have been just as easy for 
him to have turned every Hebrew captive in 
Egypt into a Sampson, as to turn the waters 
into blood; and to have sent them into the 
world to overturn idolatry by brute force; but 
He preferred to enlighten the minds of men by 
exhibiting a series of miracles, calculated to 
convince them of his eternal power and God- 
head. When the ten tribes revolted, and fell 
away into idolatry. He did not employ the 
sword of Judah, but the voice of his prophets, 
to recal tliem to the truth. He did not com. 
pel them, as the oral law would have done, to 
an outward profession, but dealt with them as 
with rational beings, and left them to the 
choice of their hearts. Nineveh was not con- 
verted by Jewish soldiers, but by the preach- 
ing of Jonah. So far is God from command- 
ing the propagation of religion by the sword, 
that He would not even suffer a man of war 
to build a temple for his worship. When 
David thought of erecting a temple, the liord 
said unto him, ^^ Thou hast shed blood 
abundantly, and hast made great wars ; thou 
shalt not build an house unto my name, be- 
cause thou hast shed much blood upon the 
earth." (I Chron. xxii. 8.) Thus hath 
God shown his abhorrence of compulsory 
conversion, and in all his dealings confirmed 
his word, ^' Not by might nor by power, but 
by my Spirit, saith the Lord of hosts." 
(Zech. iv. 6.) 

3dly, God has in his Word promised the 
conversion of the world, but not by the means 
prescribed in the oral law. His promise to 
Abraham was, "• In thy seed shall all the fa- 
milies of the earth be blessed." (Gen. xxiL 18.) 
Now this can hardly mean that his descendants 
are to treat all nations, as the Portuguese treated 
the Jews. The Ixxiid Psalm gives rather a 
different view of the fulfilment of this promise. 
It promises not a victorious soldier like Ala- 
hornet, but one '^ in whose days the righteous 
shall flourish, and abundance of peace so long 
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as the moon endureth \A11 nations 

shall call Him blessed.'* The prophet Isaiah 
tells us ^' that out of Zion shall go forth (not 
conquering armies to compel, but) the law, 
and the Word of the Lord ^m Jerusalem. 
And he shall judge among the nations, and 
rebuke many people ; and they shall beat their 
swords into plowshares, and their spears into 
pruning.hooks ; nation shall not lift up sword 
against nation, neither shall they learn war 
any more.*' Zechariah says, '* He shall speak 
peace to the heathen ;" and declares that the 
conversion of the world will not be the reward 
of conquest, but the result of conviction. ^^ In 
those days it shall come to pass, that ten men 
shall take hold, out of all the languages of the 
nations, even shall take hold of the skirt of him 
that is a Jew, saying, We will go with you, 
for we have heard that God is with you." 
(Zech. viii. 23.) Here again, then, you see 
that whilst the oral law differs from Moses 
and the prophets, the New Testament agrees 
with them. Account, then, for this extraordinary 
fact, that whilst the whole Jewish nation lost 
the great and glorious doctrine of liberty of 
conscience, it has been preserved for you and 
for all mankind by Jesus of Nazareth. Just 
suppose that the principles of the Talmud had 
triumphed, either amongst the Jews or the 
Portuguese, what would have been the conse- 
qnence to die world ? If the Talmudists had 
attained to supreme power, we should have had 
to choose between compulsory conversion and 
the sword. If the Portuguese had attained 
to universal dominion, both you and we should 
have had the alternative of compulsory con- 
version or the fires of the inquisition. In 
either case, the noblest and most precious gift 
that the God of heaven ever sent down to earth, 
liberty of conscience, would have been extinct. 
But, thank God, the doctrine of Jesus of Na- 
zareth has triumphed over the oral laws of 
both Jews and Portuguese, and the result is, 
that both yon and we have the liberty of 
worshipping God according to the convictions of 
our understanding and the dictates of our con- 
science. Behold, then, how you are indebted to 
Jesus of Nazareth. Without him you would 
not have known religious liberty, either theo- 
retically or practically. He is right on this 
all.important pointy whilst those who con- 



demned him to death and rejected his claims 
are wrong. If he was not the true Messiah, 
but only a pretender, how is it that God has 
made him and his doctiine the exclusive chan- 
nel for preserving the truth of his Word, and 
conveying such blessings to you as well as to 
us Gentiles ? If the Pharisees were right 
in rejecting him, how is it that God has re- 
warded their piety by giving them over to 
such gross delusions, and making them the 
transmitters of doctrines, which would fill the 
world with blood and hatred and disccnrd, 
and make even the truth odious in the eyes o^ 
all mankind ? For ourselves we cannot help 
coming to the conclusion, that He who has 
taught us mercy and love to all men, and de- 
livered both you and us from such horrors — 
and who, in doing this, rose above all the doc- 
trines of his nation and his times, was taught 
of God, and is, therefore, Uie true Messiah, 
the Saviour of Uie world. 

Certain it is, that this doctrine has already 
been a blessing to the world ; and that until 
your nation embrace this doctrine, at least on 
this one point of love and toleration, it is im- 
possible that the promised glory and pre-emi- 
nence of the Jewish nation should come. 
With such principles as are inculcated in 
the oral law, a restoration to the land of 
your forefathers would be no blessing. It 
would only realize all the l^islative and reli- 
gious speculations of the Talmudists, and arm 
them with the power to tyrannize over their 
more enlightened brethren. It would be the 
triumph of tradition over the Word of God, 
and that the God of truth will not permit. It 
would be to instal the spirit of intolerance and 
persecution on the throne of love and charity, 
and that God will not suffer. The Talmud,then, 
is a main obstacle in the way of God's fulfilling 
his promises to the nation, because it incapa- 
citates Israel for the reception or the right 
employment of the promised blessings. Is it 
not, then, the duty of all Jews who desire and 
long for the glory and the happiness which 
God has promised, to lift up their voice with 
power, and to protest against that system 
which prevents the fulfilment of God's pro- 
mises ; and by all lawful means to endeavour 
to deliver their brethren from the bondage of 
such intolerance ? 
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The feast of Purim, now at hand, recals 
to the Jewish recollection one of those mira- 
culous deliverances, with which the history of 
Israel abounds. The narrative of the institu- 
tion, as contained in the Bible, is a signal 
proof and illustration of the superintending 
providence of God, instruclive to all the 
world, but calling peculiarly for the gratitude 
and praise of the Jewish nation, whose fore- 
fathers were then delivered. And it is much 
to the honour of their posterity that they have 
not suffered the lapse of more than twenty 
centuries to wear out the memory of this great 
event, but that to this day they observe its 
anniversary with alacrity and zeal. If the oral 
law simply contented itself with commanding 
the observance and prescribing the mode of 
worship for such an important season, we 
should have no fault to find ; but the oral law 
claims for itself divine origin and authority, 
anathematizes any denial of these claims as 
heresy, and sentences the heretic to death. 
We are, therefore, compelled to examine its 
pretensions, and to scrutinize its features, in 
order to see whether they really bear the stamp 
of divinity. We have already pointed out 
some, that savoured more of earth than heaven ; 
the constitutions for the feast of Purim may 
be traced to the si^me source. The following 
law respecting the meal to be provided on this 
occasion did certainly not come to man from 
heaven :-~ 

^3 rfM3 rrrwD pnn Tan tew^ n rmyo ravi 
am -x^Twxo -n? p nmttn • it hCJDn tcm 

'^ A man's duty with regard to the feast is, 
that he should eat meat and prepare a suitable 
feast according to his means ; and drink wine, 
until he be drunk, and fall asleep in his 
drunkenness." (Hilchoth Alegillah c. ii. 15.) 
The Talmud, however, is not satisfied with 
fo indefinite a direction, but lays down, with 
its usual precision, the exact measure of 
intoxication required. 

I *3Tio ymb pn 

*'A man is bound to get so drunk with 
wine at Purim, as not to know the difTerence 
between cursed is Haman, and blessed is 
Mordecai." (Megillah fol. 7, col. 2.) But 
perhaps some learned champion of the Talmud 
will fly to that sort of refuge for destitute 



commentators, the parabolic language of the 
orient, and teU us that this precept is not to 
be understood literally but figuratively ; and 
that so far from recommending intoxication, 
it means to inculcate excess of sobriety or de* 
votion, such abstraction of the senses, from all 
outward objects, as not to distinguish between 
cursed is Haman and blessed is Mordecai. 
This sort of defence is neither imaginary nor 
novel. In this way Rabbi Eliezer*s permis- 
sion to split open an unlearned man like 8 
fish has been made to signify the spiritual 
opening of the understanding, and of course' 
the overweening anxiety of the rabbles to com. 
municate instruction to the ignorant. But 
however we dull Gentiles may be enlightened 
by such an exposition, we much doubt whether 
the greatest amhooretz in Israel will believe 
the interpretation. The great and learned 
rabbles Solomon Jarchi and AlosesMaimonides 
have understood literal drunkenness, and have 
named wine as the legitimate liquor. R. 
Joseph Karo has simply given the command 
verbatim as it stands in Uie Talmud, but a 
note in the Orach Chaiim shows, that some of 
the modern rabbles were not able to swallow 
such a command, and, therefore, say that an 
Israelite does his duty, if he only drink a little 
more than usual. The Talmud itself admits 
of no such softening down, nor explaining 
away, for immediately after the precept it 
goes on to propose an example and to furnish 
an illustration of its meaning in the following 
history of the very rabbi, on whose authority 
this traditional command rests : — 

»TTn ''XJi omD nrcBD roj? mn ^mi rrm 
>Dm w?3 "irrob im ''Th rnorro mi up didi*« 
'niD rmso Tar:i no 'n»3 rr^ ton rmh rvrwD 
wmno 'mwi mtdw ^ivh rrh id« mn nm 

ivsn 
*< Rabba and Rabbi Zira made their Purim 
entertainment together. AVhen Rabba got 
drunk, he arose and killed Rabbi Zira. On 
the following day he prayed for mercy, and 
restored him to life. The following year 
Rabba proposed to him again to make their 
Purim entertainment together, but he an. 
swered, ' Miracles don*t happen every day.* *' 
(Talmud, Tr. Megillah, foL 7. col. 2.) This 
history of the very man, who is the authority 
for the above Talmudic command to get 
drunk, plainly illustrates its meaning, and 
shows that the Talmud meant and commanded 
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its followers to drink wine to excess on this 
occasion. It sets before them the example of 
one of the greatest Rabbles committing murder 
in his drunkenness, and so far from repro- 
bating this sin, it gravely tells us that Gk)d 
interposed by a mirade to prevent the ill con- 
sequences ; and that tlie Rabbi, far from 
being cured of his propensity, or making any 
declaration of his intention to amend, con- 
tinued in that state of mind, that his colleague 
found it imprudent to trust himself at his 
table. Now every body that is acquainted 
with the Jews, knows that they are a tempe- 
rate and sober people ; and because they are 
80, we ask them whether the above command 
can be from God ? and whether they believe 
ih&t the Talmud speaks truth in giving the 
above narrative? It says not merely that 
men may get drunk with impunity, but that 
to get drunk is an act of piety, and obedience 
to a command ! Here, again, the Talmud is 
directly at issue with the New Testament, 
which says, ^^ Be not drunk with wine, wherein 
is excess." (Ephes. v. 18.) '^ Take heed to 
yourselves, lest at any time your hearts be 
overcharged with surfeiting, and drunkenness^ 
and the cares of this life, and so that day 
come upon you unawares." (Luke xxi. 34.) 
The New Testament holds out to us no hope, 
that if in our drunkenness we should commit 
murder, a miracle will be wrought in order to 
deliver us from the consequences; but tells 
us, that ** neither murderers nor drunkards 
shall inherit the kingdom of God.** (1 Cor. 
vi. 9, 10.) Now which of these two doctrines 
is the most agreeable to the revealed will of 
God ? How would you desire to meet death, 
if death should come upon the feast of Purim ? 
Would you wish the angel of death to find 
you, in obedience lo the oral law, insensible 
from overmuch wine ? or in that state of so- 
briety and thoughtfulness prescribed by Jesus 
of Nazareth ? Does not the inward tribunal 
of the heart decide that Jesus of Nazareth is 
right, and that the Talmud is wrong ? And 
does not the Old Testament confirm the sen- 
tence ? Isaiah says, '^ Wo unto them that 
•rise up early in the morning, that they may 
follow strong drink ; that continue until night, 
till wine inflame them ! and the harp and the 
viol, the tabret and pipe, and wine are in their 
feasts ; but they regard not the work of the 
Lord, neither consider the operation of his 
hands. Therefore my people are gone into 
captivity, because they have no knowledge ; 
and their honourable men are famished, and 
iheir multitude dried up with thirst." (Isaiah 
•V. li— 13.) And so Moses commands the 
parents that should have a son *' a glutton and 
a drunkard," to bring him to justice, and to 
have him stoned. (Deut. xxi. 20.) The 
Talmud, then, manifestly contradicts the Old 
Testament; it therefore cannot speak truth 
when it narrates that God wrought a miracle 



in order to save a drunkard and a murderer 
from that punishment, which He had himself 
commanded to be visited upon either of these 
crimes. The story of the miracle is therefore 
a palpable falsehood, contradictory to the law 
of Moses, and derogatory to the honour of 
God. How, then, can the Talmud be of 
God ? If you attempt to distinguish, as some 
do, between the Talmud and the oral law, and 
say that though the Talmud contains the oral 
law, yet it is not all inspired, then we ask, 
liow can you rely upon the testimony of a wit- 
ness convicted of wilful, gross, and flagrant 
falsehood ? If you do not believe in the 
above miracle of the drunken Rabba, you de- 
nounce it as a liar. If it lie, then, upon this 
solemn occasion in relating a miracle, in 
handing down the law of God, how can you 
depend upon it at all ? If it does not scruple 
to forge miracles, what warrant have you for 
believing that it does not forge laws also ? 

But suppose, which is far more probable, 
that Rabbi Zira, when killed by Rabba, had 
not come to life again, would Rabba, in the 
eye of the modern Jewish law, be considered 
as a murderer, and guilty of death, or as an 
innocent person, who might safely be permitted 
to go at large, and pursue his usual avocations ? 
This is a question well deserving an answer 
from some of your learned men, and naturally 
suggested by some principles asserted and 
implied in the following decisions of the oral 
law: — 

• DnDD nn-TQ rro» niao n^on rrbjorr nnnp 
u*yn tem • D*M»23n n:pn wrw d^t Dnmm 
p2TTOi • 'nTTittJD Dnijyi onji D*®:') '»tt?3M 'riMnpn 

Tiobn ^^yo pi • rdyo mpo v^twb ynrt p"niy 
b^ T\)^D liW) "WDim bp T&yo «ip>D riDttj!? 'mn 
■UT "|b ]W • nto «npQ »:dd ]»m: f^^m rrnn 
lb pw m2Jb noQ yin V3Dq rhya ^npo nm:w 
: vcnp "p nnw rhmn r\2^p in ^aiDrro piip 
*^ The reading of the MegiUah (the book of 
Esther) in its time is an afiirmative precept 
according to the words of the scribes, and it is 
known tihat this is an ordinance of the pro- 
phets. The obligation to read it rests upon 
all, men, women, and proselytes, and manu- 
mitted slaves. Children also are to be accus- 
tomed to the reading of it. Even priests in 
their service are to neglect their service, and 
to come to hear the reading of the Megillah. 
In like manner the study of the law is to be 
omitted, in order to hear the reading of the 
M^illah, and a fortiori all the remaining 
commandments of the law, all of which give 
way to the reading of the Megillah : but there 
is nothing to which the reading of the Alegillah 
gives way^ except that particular class of dead 
person called the dead of the commandment, 
who has none to bury him. He that happens 
upon him is first to bury him, and afterwards 
to read." (Hilchoth Megillah, c. i. 1.) On 
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this extract we have several remarks to make, 
but at present we request the attention o^our 
readers to the reason given why the reading of 
the Megillah is more important than any of 
the commandments. It is this. According 
to the oral law, <' the study of the law is equi. 
valent to all the commandments, and the other 
commandments are to give way to this study." 
But according to the passage before us, the 
study of the law is to give way to the reading 
of the Alegillah. The reading of the Megil. 
lah, therefore, being greater than the greatest 
of the commandments, is of course greater 
than all the inferior ones. Now apply this 
reasoning to the above command to get drunk, 
and you will prove that getting drunk at 
Purim feast is the greatest of all the com- 
mandments. In order to get drunk, it is 
plain that the study of the law must give 
way. The man who cannot distinguish be- 
tween ^< Cursed be Haman and blessed be 
Mordecai,** certainly cannot study, neither 
can he bury the dead. The commandment, 
therefore, to which the study of the law and 
the burying of the dead give way, must be 
the greatest of all the commandments; i.e., 
the getting drunk on Purim is the greatest of 
all the commandments. This conclusion, 
which inevitably follows upon Talmudic 
principles, necessarily shows that those prin- 
ciples are false. But that is not the object for 
which I have exhibited this conclusion ; it is 
with reference to the case of Rabbah above, 
mentioned. Having got drunk according as 
the oral law commanded, and having thereby 
obeyed the greatest of the commandments, 
and one to which all others are necessarily in 
abeyance, was he guilty or innocent in having 
murdered R. Zira ? It certainly seems a very 
hard case to condemn him to death for an act, 
which resulted from his obedience to the 
greatest of all the commandments. He might 
urge that he had a great dislike to drunken- 
ness — that he had overcome his natural aver- 
sion simply to satisfy the rabbinical require- 
ments — that by the time that he had arrived 
at the prescribed incompetency to distinguish 
between Haman and Mordecai, he had lost 
all power of distinguishing between right and 
wrong — that, therefore, he had not done it 
with malice propeuse; what sentence, there- 
fore, does the Talmud pronounce against a 
murderer of this sort? If Rabbah was al- 
lowed to go at large, as would appear from 
his invitation to Rabbi Zira the following year, 
a repetition of the same offence was possible, 
a repetition of the miracle in R. Zira's opinion 
highly improbable. Thus Rabbah might go 
on from year to year killing one or more with 
impunity, and would be a far more dangerous 
neighbour than **• the ox that was wont to 
push with his horn." If, on the other hand, 
tie is *to be punished capitally, then the oral 
law is plainly not from God ; for obedience to 



the greatest of its commandments makes it 
possible for a man to commit the greatest of 
crimes, and to subject himself to the extremity 
of punishment. But we object, secondly, to 
the exaltation of a mere human ordinance 
above the Word of God, The reading of the 
book of Esther at the feast of Purim, is no 
doubt a very appropriate, and may be a very 
profitable exercise. But it is confessedly of 
human appointment. It is of the words of 
the scribes ; the' time and the mode are alto- 
gether rabbinical ordinances. Why, then, '^ are 
all the remaining commandments of the law 
to give way to the reading of the Megillah ?" 
The priest was to n^lect the service to which 
God had appointed him, in order to obey a 
mere human institution. And the Israelites 
to neglect the duties of love and charity, to 
fulfil a mere ceremonial commandment Here 
is a plain token that the oral law is not from 
God, but is the offspring of human invention 
and superstition. The human mind exalts 
ceremonies above moral duties. God declares 
that all outward observances are secondary. 
**' I desired mercy and not sacrifice, and the 
knowledge of God more than burnt-ofTerings.*' 
(Hos. vi. 6.) " He hath showed thee, O 
man, what is good ; and what doth the Lord 
require of thee, but to do justly, and to love 
mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God?" 
(Mic vi. 8.) And so the New Testament 
says in the very same spirit, ^' The first of all 
the commandments is, Hear, O Israel : the 
Lord our God is one Lord, and thou shalt 
love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, &c. 
This is the first commandment And the 
second is like, namely this, Thou shalt love 
thy neighbour as thyself. There is none other 
commandment greater than these.** (Mark 
xii. 29 — 31.) The oral law, on the contrary, 
tells us that '* all the commandments, except 
the burpng of the dead, are to give way to the 
reading of the Megillah,** to a mere ceremony ; 
and that not even of God*8 appointment. 
God prefers mercy before the sacrifices which 
He himself has instituted. The Talmud 
prefers a human institution to all God*s com- 
mandments. A more striking instance of ge- 
nuine superstition, and a stronger proof of the 
human origin of the oral law cannot be found. 
The book of Esther appears to have been a 
peculiar favourite of the rabbies. The read, 
ing of it takes precedence of all other duties 
but one, and is considered as obligatory even 
upon the women, who are declared exempit 
from the study of the law. It is true that it 
contains a very notable warning for disobedient 
wives, and a striking instance of the deliverance 
of Israel by the instrumentality of a woman ; 
but when we consider that the name of God 
does not occur once in the whole book, and 
that the law contains the account of man*8 
creation and fall, the ten commandments, the 
deliverance from Egypt, and all those 'Events 
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of primary interest to women as well as 
men, it becomes of some importance to con- 
sider why the women, who are not bound to 
study the law of God, are bound to read the 
book of Esther. The authors of the oral law 
appear to have attached uncommon importance 
to this book, as appears from this circumstance, 
and still more so from the following startling 
declaration of Maimonides : — 

nra^ Vtdi*^ prro? D^inrorr tei D»«»3:rT neo te 
rmaro nD«p «'n nm "vtdm nbaoo pn moon 

^* All the books of the prophets, and all the 
Hagiographa, except the roll of Esther, will 
cease in the days of Messiah. But it is per- 
petual as the five books of the written law, 
and the constitudons of the oral law, which 
shall never cease.'* (Hildioth Megillah.) 
Some of the rabbles say that this is to be taken 
conditionally, ^^ although they were all to 
Gease» yet this would not cease." But this 
still attributes a decided superiority to the 
book of Esther above all the other bookiu 
What then is there in it, that gives this book 
such a peculiar favour, and makes the history 
of Esther more important Uian that of the 
conquest of Canaan, or of the glory of Solo, 
mon, or of the restoration of the house of the 
Lord ? Is there more devotion and piety to 
be found in it than in the Psalms of David ? 
Does it contain more wisdom than the Pro- 
verbs of Solomon? Is there a sublimer 
flight of divine poetry, a more heavenly 
afflatus than in the visions of Isaiah ? A 
more open revelation of the mysteries of the 
Deity than is to be found in Job, or Da- 
niel, or Ezekiel ? Why do the rabbies pro- 
nounce it worthy of preservation, wliilst they 
contemplate without emotion the loss of all 
the other books ? We cannot possibly dis- 
cover, unless it be that it furnishes more gra- 
tification to the spirit of revenge so natural 
to all the children of Adam, whether they be 
Jew or ()Fentile. To forgive is to be like God 
->and God alone can teach forgiveness either 
speculatively or practically. But the book 
of Esther contains an account of the revenge 
which the Jews took upon their enemies, not 
like the destruction of the Canaanites, fulfil- 
ling the commands of God upon His enemies, 
but taking personal and individual revenge on 
their own. And this very fact may be one 
reason why God did not permit his most holy 



name to occur in the whole book — just as he 
did not permit David to build him a temple, 
so he would not have his name associated with 
deeds of personal revenge. But, however that 
be, we can discover no other reason for the de- 
cided preference which the oral law gives to 
the book of Esther. And we think that after 
the specimens which we have already given 
of their spirit towards idolaters we do them 
no injustice : especially as, in this particular 
case, the oral law breathes this spirit aloud. 

ttm rrmN »3"no -pi pry m-w io«»«j -ps 

'* It is necessary to say, cursed be Haman, 
blessed be Mordecai, cursed be Zeresh, blessed 
be Esther, cursed be all idolaters, blessed be 
all Israel." (Orach Chaiim, sec 690.) 
Why this is necessary, is not told us. It ap- 
pears not to bring glory to God, nor any 
blessing to man. Haman and Zeresh have 
long since passed into eternity, and received 
from the just Judge the reward of their deeds. 
Mordecai and Esther have in like manner 
appeared before the God of Israel, and re- 
ceived according to their faith. To these, 
then, the voice of human praise or reproach 
is as nothing. But to curse a dead enemy, to 
pursue with unrelenting hatred those who have 
already fallen into the hands of the living God, 
is certainly not a divine ordinance, and cannot 
be an acceptable act of worship in poor sinners, 
who themselves stand so much in need of 
forgiveness. To curse the dead is bad, but 
to curse the living is, in one sense, still worse. 
^* Cursed be all idolaters." According to 
our calculation, there are 600 millions of 
idolaters — according to the Jewish account, 
there must be more. Why, then, should 
they be cursed? That will not conveit them 
from the error of their ways. It will not 
make them more happy, either in this world 
or in the next. We are not aware, even if 
God were to hear this execration and curse the 
idolatrous world, that it would be productive 
of any blessing to Israel. Why make a day 
of thanksgiving for mercies received an oppor- 
tunity of invoking curses upon the majority of 
mankind ? The Word of God teaches a very 
different petition for the heathen. '^ God, be 
merciful to us, and bless us, and cause his 
face to shine upon us. That thy way may be 
known upon earth, thy saving health among 
all nations. Let the people praise thee, O God ; 
yea, let all the people praise thee." (Ps. Ixvii.) 
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The nobkiit Inquiry, to which the mcnul 
powcn can be direcud, in, Which TcligiDD 
camea rrom Ood? The rooM udtrutory 
mode of conducting such an inquiry, inde. 
pendenily ordiE eileinil evidence, is lo com- 
pare the principles oF one ayBtem viib thow of 
the odier, uid both with an acktMwlcdged 
itatidard, if auch there be, and thii ii whitt we 
are endeavouring to do in thCK p^ma. We 
by no meant wiih to make the irodLm Jew* 
retponaible for the inTenlioni of thtir lOTels- 
therg, but 10 ihow them that their tradilimul 
argument for rejecting Christianity, and that a 
the example of the high print ai.d the Sanhe- 
drim, ia of no force ; inaamuch as the>e same 
peraona, who originally rejected Jesua of Naza- 
reth, were in great and grieraus error in the 
fundamental principle* of religion, whil't He 
who waa rejected taught the truth. To do 
thii we mum appeal to the oral law, and dia- 
cuu ita merita. We have ahown already that 
thoae peraona did not undertland at leaat one 
half of the law ; that their doctrinea were in 
the higbeat degree uncharitable. It has, how. 
ever, been replied, that the Talmud U more 
tolerant than the New Teaiameni, for ii al. 
lows " that ihe ploua of the naiiona of the 
world may be aaied ;" whereas the latter aa- 
aeita that " whoaoeveT believeth not shall be 
damned." We must, tfierefore, inquire into 
the extent of toleration and charily contained 
in that Talmudic aenlence. The Gnt itep in 
thia inquiry, is to aicertain who are ihe per. 
ions iniended in the expreaalon >' The pioua 
of the naiiona of the world." The oral law 
tells UB, aa quoted in No. G, that the laraelitea 
are commanded to compel all that come into 
the world to recdve the aeveo commandmeDia 
of die aooa of Noah, and adili, 

■ Dipo tea iwin 13 >rp)-T tro lanw tepwn 
" He that receivea them ia called uniTersally 
a iojouiniiig proaelyie." And a Utile lower 
down it gay* plainly, 
WDTTO m in imwrt Tmi nwo jkj tepeo te 

■ van DVirt ;/jn '^ v^ ■ n^iw rnow 
" Whosoern receiiea the aeieo command- 
menta, and la careful to obaerve them, he ia 
one of the pioui of the nadons of the world, 
and haa a abaie in the world t" " 
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(Hilcbodi Melachim, c. viii. 10.) 
two deilarations, then, we learn 






were allowed to reside Id the land of Israel, 

and that theii piety eondaled In 

practising the aeren cotmnandir 

these eommandmenli were, wc 

in the next chapter of the aame treatne. 

tei '« te ' jiom a-m miicm crvn rmo ^ 

Wi Tnnp 'TO 7ff\ ' Drn totc ^ 'ovn rcno 

*rm JO Ta» TO rmvi ■ rmiMi p^ ^otj ticv 
nw Tteros ■ fewi wi itn -racca Twa "p« laov 

' DTTUH TP d'toTT tea ^Tl TTTl pi ' HTfO 
" The first Adam waa commanded concerning | 
aix things — idolatry, blasphemy, nheddir.g of 
blood, incest, robbery, and admin iatratioo of 
'uaiice. Aidiou^ we have all these ihii^ aa 
1 tradition from Moaea, our master, and »■■ 
sn naluntUy inclines to them, yet, from the , 
;enend tenour of the worda of ihe law, It 
ippears that he waa commanded concerning 
heae thinKa. Nnah received an addilionM 
ling ihe hmb of a living 
laid, ' But Beth in the lift 
thereof which ia the blood thereof, ye shall 
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all the world untU Abraham." (Ibid. ii. I.) 
Now, without stopping to dispute about 
the command given to Noah, we cannnl help 
saying that the above tradition ii very defec- 
tive, and cerlaioly not derived from Moaei, 
for it is opposed to the history which he him- 
self has given us. In the first place, that 
command, on which the oral law lays such 
aireaa, '> Be fruitful and multiply," wsa origi- 
nilly given to Adam (Gen. i.2S), and wan 
renewed to Noah, after the deluge. If the 
rabbies reckon this as a separate command 
in the case of the Jews, aa may be seen in ihe| 
Hilchoth Priah Ureviah, it is only tail lol 
reckon it aa a separate command in the caaej 
of the Grntilea, and ihua we get an eighth 
command. I n the aecotid place, God ordained 
marriage aa a holy slate. " The Lord God 
said, it ia not good that man ahould be alone : 
I wiil make him an help meet for hini." 
■■ And the rib which the Iiord Ood had 
takei from man made he a woman, and 
brought her unto the msn." Bae is Ood'a 
holy inatiiutlon, and in the following veim 
we have the obligationa of marriage diaiinctl* 
acknowledged. " Aod Adam said, Thia la 
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now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh : 
she shall be called Woman, because she was 
taken out of man. Therefore shall a man 
leave his father and his mother, and shall 
cleave unto his wife, and tliey shall be one 
flesh." Here then is a ninth commandm^t. 
We know, indeed, that the oral law gives a 
different account, but its doctrine is fsdse and 
pernicious. In the face of the above plain 
narrative, it teaches as follows : — 

D« p©n mi?M 3?aTO dtn rm min po D"np 
rfrffyn in*! "yinb roaDo nm« «ttrb vim wn rm 

*^ Before the giving of the law, a man might 
happen to meet a woman in the street; if 
they both agreed on marriage, he took her to 
his house, and cohabited with her, and she 
became his wife.*' (Hilchoth Ishuth, c. L 1.) 
Now, not to speak of profane history, there 
is not in the law of Moses a single passage 
to give colour to this statement, unless it be 
ihe following : — ^^ And it came to pass, when 
men began to multiply on the face of the 
earth, and daughters were bom unto them, 
that the sons of God saw the daughters of 
men that they were fair ; and they took them 
wives of all which they chose." But, what- 
ever is meant by '' Sons of God,*' it is plain 
that this conduct is mentioned, not as having 
the sanction or approval of God, but as a 
proof of antediluvian wickedness, for it is im- 
mediately added, <^ And the Lord said, My 
Spirit shall not always strive with man, for 
tiiat he also is flesh. ' But it is not simply 
an error of judgment, it is most pernicious as 
it regards both Gentiles and Jews, for it com- 
pletely annuls the sanctity and obligation of 
the marriage tie. It teaches that as the mar- 
riage of Noahites is contracted without solemn 
espousals, so it may be dissolved without the 
formality of a divorce. 

n»r2n»«D ^ "labto mwn» n^nn mj« rmn »nD*«ni 
vntn nrmo M»n hstwo w • rro^ mnVian wao 
\a nbn inn j»ni • ariDi pcrwy nr6 pw • r6 "^m 
mo m ttmcb «*n w wn rwinu pT to Nb« • -nb 

^*' When is his (the Noahites) neighbour's 
wife to be considered in the same light, as 
a divorced woman with us ? From the time 
that he sends her forth from his house, and 
leaves her to herself. Or from the time that 
she goes forth from under his power, and 
goes her way; for they have no divorces in 
writing, neither does the matter depend upon 
that alone ;* but whenever he or she please to 
separate one from the other, they separate." 
(Hilchoth Melachim, c ix. 8 ) We Gentiles 
have great reason to be thankful that Jesus 
of Nazareth has taught us a different doc. 
trine, according with the original institution 

* lostead of n^ alone, there is another reading, 
ffi^h the tribunal. 



of marriage. What would have been the 
state of the world, if the oral law had at- 
tained supreme power, and the Gentiles had 
been instructed in the above law as divine ? 
What would result from the doctrine that 
every man may turn out his wife, and every 
woman leave her husband, whenever they 
like ? The peace and well-being of Gentile 
society would be at an end. The frightful 
state of disorder and misery that would ensue, 
as well as the words of the original institu- 
tion, plainly show that this doctrine is not 
from God. But the effect upon the believers 
in the oral law is siill worse. With refer, 
ence to them, the marriage of Gentiles is no 
marriage at ali. The oral law says dis- 
tinctly— 

'^ There is no matrimony to the Gentiles." 
(Hilchoth Melachim, viii. 3.) And again — 

vh Von w^xi ^ D^iab w birnrh «b« mwv ]*« 

• birw ^ nnysh vfn unysn ^ onish 
^' There is no matrimony except to Israel, 
or to Gentiles with respect to Gentiles ; but 
not to slaves with respect to slaves, nor to 
slaves with respect to Israel." (Hilchoth 
Issure Biah, c. xiv. 19.) Here, then, the 
oral law directly makes void the law of God, 
and pronounces that a command given to 
Adam in paradise, and therefore equally 
binding on all his descendants, is in parti, 
cular cases of no force at all. The oral law, 
therefore, is certainly not from God. 

We have already made out nine command- 
ments; in sacrifice we find a tenth. Cain 
and Abel brought sacrifices, and the only 
reason that can be assigned is, that they had 
received a command to that effect. Sacrifice 
was either a divine command or the dictate 
of their own reason. But it was not the 
dictate of reason, for reason says, that the 
Creator of all things has no need of gifts, 
and, least of all, such gifts as imply the 
slaughter of an innocent animal. It must, 
therefore, have been of divine command. 
The reason why the rabbles excluded this 
command is plain. They did not choose that 
there should be acceptable sacrifices offered 
any where but amongst themselves. But 
that this doctrine is altogether of a recent date 
is plain. It was not known to Job. He 
says nor a word about the seven command- 
ments, and he was in the habit of offering 
sacrifices. ^' And it was so when the day of 
their feasting was gone about, that Job sent 
and sanctified them, and rose up early in the 
morning, and offered bumt.offerings according 
to the number of them alL" (Job i. 5.) 
And the Lord himself expressly commanded 
Job's friends to do so likewise. *' And it was 
so, that afrer the Lord had spoken these 
words unto Job, the Lord said to Eliphaz the 
Temanite, My wrath is kindled against thee, 
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and against thy two friends. . . . Therefore, 
take unto you now seven bullocks and seven 
rams, and go to my servant Job, and offer up 
for yourselves a burnt-offering, and my ser- 
vant Job shall pray for you, for him will I 
accept." (Job xlii. 7. 8.) It was not known to 
Elisha. When Naaman said, ^^ Shall there not 
then, I pray thee, be given to thy servant two 
mules' burden of earth ? For thy servant will 
henceforth offer neither burnt-offering nor sa- 
crifice unto other gods, but unto the Lord.** 
(2 Kings V. 170 £lisha made no objection. 
He did not tell him that be had only seven 
commandments to attend to. Neither had 
Isaiah any idea that, when Judaism triumphed, 
the whole world was to be compelled to ad- 
here to the seven commandments, for he 
plainly predicts the contrary. " And the 
Lord shdl be known to Egypt, and the Egyp- 
tians shall know the Lo^ in that day, and 
shall do sacrifice and oblation ; yea, they 
shall vow a vow unto the Lord and perform 
it" (Isaiah xix. 21.) Here again, then, the 
oral law contradicts the Word of God. 

But the law of God points out to us an 
eleventh commandment, in the distinction be- 
tween clean and unclean animals. The 
Lord commanded Noah to take of the former 
by sevens and of the latter by pairs. (Gen. 
vii. 2.) And when Noah came forth from the 
ark ** he builded an altar unto the Lord ; and 
took of every clean'beast, and of every clean 
fowl, and offered burnt-offerings on the altar." 
(Gen. viii. 2.) It is plain, from the command, 
that a greater number of dean than unclean 
animals was required. Noah's conduct shows 
that the rite of sacrifice was the cause of the 
requirement. We have a twelfth command- 
ment in the appointment of a priesthood. 
*^ Melchizedek was the priest of the Most 
High God," (Gen. xiv. 10,) which he most 
certainly could not have been, if he had not 
been divinely appointed. From the law itself, 
then, we have made out twelve distinct com- 
mandments. Eight would have been sufii- 
cient to overthrow the oral tradition. But 
we appeal to the common sense o{ every Tal- 
mudist. We ask him to look over the meagre 
list of the seven commandments, in which 
neither love to God nor man is included, and 
to tell us whether it be at all probable that 
^' the God of the spiriU of all flesh" would 
leave all mankind, excepting the small com- 
pany of Rabbinists, without any better rule for 
time, and any better guide to eternity ? Is it 
possible that the God of love and mercy should 
leave the majority of his reasonable creatures 
in doubt as to his love, and tell them that he 
requires no love from them ? Vet this is what 
the oral law says. The Gentiles are, according 
to it, left without any direction as to the 
worship of God, and are pronounced guilty of 
death if they study the law. Nay, they are 
expressly told that God does not require them 
to glorify him by their obedience. 



p^M«? ^ ♦■nw 'T'r riysh Daw: ^tth •"ror^ ^ 

" A Noahite who is forced to transgrefs 
one of his commandments, it is lawful for him 
to do so. Even if he be compelled to com- 
mit idolatry he may commit it, for they are 
not commwded to sanctify God." (Hilchoth 
Melachim, c. x. 2.) So that, according to 
the rabbies, the Noahite who is compelled to 
commit murder, adulteiy, or «ven to deny his 
God, may do it with impunity ; he still be- 
longs ^ to the pious of the nations of the 
world," and may have a share in the world to 
come. We confess that we cannot see in this 
doctrine either charity or toleration. We can 
discover only that narrowness of heart which 
characterizes the oral law. In order to mag. 
nify ^emselves, and depreciate the other 
nations, the rabbies first swell out their own 
commandments to 613, and reduce the com- 
mandments of the nations to seven. But not 
content with that, they also strive to confine 
the gloiies of martyrdom to themselves, and 
tell the Gentiles that God does not require 
them to sanctify His name. Can such doc- 
trine come from God ? Is God the God <tf 
the Rabbinists only? We grant that the 
Jews are his " peculiar people." We acknow- 
ledge that " they have much advantage every 
way"— that '* they are beloved for the 
fathers' sakes" — that the time is coming when 
'•^ all that see them shall acknowledge them 
that they are the seed whom the Lord has 
blessed." But we still think that God's 
heart is large enough to comprehend us Gen. 
tiles too in his love. We know that we are 
the work of His hand, and we trust that, as 
He is our father, he requires, and is pleased 
to see even in Gentiles, the feelings of children, 
love and filial fear. And we found thin our 
faith on your Scriptures as well as ours. The 
Word of God tells us that, long before there 
were any rabbies in the world. He had a 
gracious and tender care for all mankind. He 
promised to our first parents a Saviour who 
should '< bruise the serpent's head." He 
saved Noah and his family, not one of whom 
was a rabbi, from the deluge ; and when they 
came forth from the ark. He made a gracious 
covenant not with one nation only, but '^ with 
all fiesh," and hung up on high a lovely and 
glittering arch, from one end of the heavens to 
die other, that all the habitants of earOi 
might have a token of their Father's love, and 
learn to look up to Him with humble confi- 
dence. When he chose Abraham and his 
seed, it was not an act of partiality, but that 
in his seed all the families of the earth might 
be blessed. He did not leave himself without 
wimess to the nations. He manifested him- 
self to Job, and taught him '•^ that his Re- 
deemer liveth," and moved even the prophets 
of Israel to predict again and again the happy 
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times when, " from the rising of the sun to 
the going down of the same, His name should 
be great among the Gentiles, and in every 
place incense snould be offered to his name, 
and a pure offering ; for my name shall be 
great among the heathen, saith the Lord of 
hosts/* (Mai. i. 11.) Having this word, we 
reject the oral law which contradicts it, and 
would make Ood the God of the Rabbinists 
only ; and we believe in the New Testament, 
which exactly agrees with your written law, 
and asks, ^^ Is He the God of the Jews only ? 
Is he not also of the Gentiles?'*— and an- 
swers, *^ Yes, of the Gentiles also*' (Rom. 
iii. 29) — and which also declares that, in the 
sight of God, **' There is no difference between 
the Jew and the Greek ; for the same Lord 
over all is rich unto all that call upon him, 
for whosoever shall call upon the name of the 
Lord shall be saved.** (Rom. x. 12, 13.) 

In the fixing of the commandments, then, 
for the sons of Noah, we have detected an in. 
tolerant «nd uncharitable spirit very different 
from thai of theOld and New Testament. But 
we have further to inquire, what was the extent 
of toleration conceded to them. We do not 
stop to prove that they were not allowed to 
possess land, nor to be judges, nor members 
of the Sanhedrin, nor to hold any office, nor to 
intermarry with the Jews. From all that, 
they were excluded by the law of God him« 
self. They were allowed to sojourn in the 
land, and hence their name *^ sojourning pro- 
selytes.** Further, " They were to be treated 
wiih the same courtesy and benevolence as the 
Israelites.*' (See No. 4, p. 13.) But fur- 
ther than this the toleration did not extend. 
The oral law, though it commands '^ courtesy 
and benevolence,'* does not administer even- 
handed justice to '^ the pious of the nations of 
the world,** as may be seen from the foUowing 
specimens :— 

• rfria rrajttja 

• ann: m nrr aa«? 

<^ An Israelite who unintentionally kills a 
slave, or a sojourning proselyte, is imprisoned 
(in one of the cities of refuge)." 

«^ And so a sojourning proselyte who unin- 
tentionally kills a sojourning proselyte, or a 
slave, is imprisoned.'* 

*•*• A sojourning proselyte who unintention- 
ally kills an Israelite, although he did it un. 



intentionally, is to be put to death.*' (Hil- 
choth Rotzeach, c v. 3.) The written law, 
on the contrary, says, " These six cities 
shall be a refuge, both for the children of Israel 
and for the stranger, and for the sojourner 
among them : that any one that killeth any 
person unawares may flee thither.*' (Num- 
bers XXXV. 15.) Again, the oral law says — 

•p n»n rhs am: lan* a«nn na avnu hirw 

'^ An Israelite who kills a sojourning Prose- 
lyte, is not put to death on his account by the 
tribunal^ for it is said, * But if a man come 
presumptuously upon his neighbour.* (Exo- 
dus xxi. 14.) The law of God says, " Whoso 
sheddeth man's blood, by man shall his blood 
be shed : for in the image of God made he 
man.** (Gen. ix. 6.) And to this law the 
New Testament commands us Christians to 
adhere, rejecting the oral traditions; and in 
consequence the laws of Christian countries 
make no difference between the murderer of 
a Jew, a Christian, Turk, Infidel, or Heretic. 
Short as all Christian nations confessedly come 
of the pure morality of the New Testament, 
their laws direct the administration of im- 
partial justice, and are a terror to all evil 
doers of every creed and sect The liberality of 
the Talmud then,in allowing a share of salvation 
to the pious of the world is not so very great, nor 
its toleration of a very comprehensive character. 
It not only withholds justice from the pious 
of the world, but gives as the reason, because 
they are not considered as neighbours. Want 
of room prevents us from pursuing this subjeci 
further at present. We therefore ask. Is this 
law from God ? Can God, in an oral law, 
directly contradict his written law ? Can you 
point out any thing similar in the New Tes- 
tament ? Is this law just or unjust ? You 
will grant that it is unjust and erroneous. 
Then your fathers have been mistaken about 
one of the first principles of the administration 
of justice, for many centuries. And your 
brethren who adhere to this system as divine, 
as on the Barbary coast, for instance, are still 
mistaken. Why do you not protest aloud 
against such error? Why not endeavour to 
convince your brethren that they are wrong ? 
In England there is nothing to prevent you. 
There b full liberty, free toleration. You may 
lift up your voice like a trumpet against the 
eirors of the Talmud. You may expunge all 
acknowledgment of its authority from your 
prayers — you may return to Moses and the 
prophets, and no man will say nay. 
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We said, iu our last number, that *' the 
pious of the nations of the world " are, ac- 
cording to the oral law, those who have re- 
ceived the seven commandments of the sons 
of Noah. We said that of the laws laid 
down for their own conduct, some, as for 
instance that respecting divorces, are such as 
would introduce confusion and misery into 
Gentile society — and that others, referring to 
the administration of justice by Rabbinical 
tribunals, are extremely unjust. But the 
advocates of the oral law think, nevertheless, 
that it is very tolerant, more tolerant than the 
New Testament, because it says that '^ the 
pious of the nations of the world have a share 
in the world to come." Now we cannot help 
feeling a curiosity to know how great or how 
small that share will be. And this our curi- 
osity is excited by the following information, 
which the oral law commands to be commu- 
nicated to a Gentile who wishes to turn 
Jew: — 

^a M^ iMM p»T2J D"itt5 ]^«ttn « wiH oViyrT ^ 
pwrvitt? nn • btrw* om uyi^ «b« ]id2 iy« >an 

I'iW DP6 TfTiES2 vm JTllTD TVm dViM T3«a ViTltir 

p«n "o««? p3?3 «nn 0^0^ "0«? rrvtn "»nn nab 
an fp^ «»an win "yna wipn ^^wi : iD^an pitir 
poir p fn mo'iNTi to vh^ naw* vfw na m»n>D 

^* As they are to make known to him the 
punishments attached to the commandments, 
80 they are also to inform him of the rewards 
for keeping them. They should inform him, 
that^ by the doing of these commandments, 
he will be worthy of everlasting life; and 
that there is no perfectly righteous man, 
except that possessor of wisdom who does and 
knows them. And they are to say to him. 
Be assured that the world to come is laid upjbr 
none hut the righteous, and tftey are Israel ; and 
88 to this that thou seest Israel in trouble in 
this world, their good things are laid up for 
th'-m, for they cannot receive an abundance 
offfood things in this world, like the nations. 
Their heart might, perchance, be lifled up, 
and tbey might go astray, and lose the reward 
of the world to come, as it is said, < Jeshurun 



waxed fat and kicked.* The Holy One, 
blessed be he, brings upon them the abund- 
ance of afflictions for no other reason than 
this, that they may not be lost. All the na^ 
tions shall he utterly destroyed^ but they shaU 
abide." (Hilchoth Issure Biah., c. xiv. 3 — 5.) 
To us this sounds very much like a flat con- 
tradiction to the above declaration, that ** the 
pious of the nations of the world have a share 
in the world to come.** Here, on the con- 
trary, it is stated that the blessings of that 
state are reserved ^< for none but the righteous, 
and they are Israel ;** and again, ^' all the 
nations shall be utterly destroyed.** And it 
is even implied that the nations get their good 
things in this world, and do not suffer afflic- 
tion, as they are not to have that blessedness, 
which is reserved for the righteous. How, 
then, are we to reconcile these two sayings ? 
There are only two ways which occur to us, 
either by saying that this is not strictly true, 
but only a fair speech in order to catch pro- 
selytes ; or, if it be strictly true, that then 
^' the pious of the world ** are to have a much 
smaller share in the blessedness to come. In 
any case the spirit is far from charitable or 
tolerant. It represents God as an acceptor of 
persons, saving Israelites simply because they 
are Israelites, and destroying the other nations 
because they are not Isradites. The New 
Testament representation is very different, 
and far more worthy of " The Judge of all 
the earth." It does indeed say, " He that 
believeth shall be saved, and he that believeth 
not shall be damned." But in this very de- 
claration, we have an impartial rule applied 
to all mankind. ^' He that believeth,*' of 
whatsoever nation, kindred, or tongue— Jew 
or Gentile, white or black — ** shall be saved.*' 
*' He that believeth not," whether he be 
called a Jew or a Christian, whether he be a 
son of Japhet, of Shem, or of Ham, ^' fahall 
be damned." The New Testament asserts 
no monopoly of salvation for one favoured 
family. It excludes none because he had not 
the happiness to be descended from a privi- 
leged stock. It lays down a general and im- 
partial rule to be applied to all the children of 
men. The oral law says, 

Man rM) p^ on^ «j» burw* ^a 
'' All Israel has a share in the world to 
come.'* The New Testament says, ** Not 
every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, 
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ghall enter the kingdom of heaven, but he 
that doeth the will of my Father which is in 
heaven." (Matt. vii. 21.) The oral law 
says, '* The world to come is laid up for 
none but the righteous, and they are Israel/' 
The New Testament says, "God is no re- 
specter of persons ; but in every nation he 
that feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is 
accepted with him/' (Acts x. 34, 3d.) Now 
then we appeal to the good sense of every 
Jew, even of the Talmudists, to tell us which 
of these two statements is most just, impartial, 
and worthy of the Just Judge ? 

But the reasoning employed in the above 
extract from the oral law, is as false as the 
principles which it is intended to support, 
when it says, *' As to this that thou seest 
Israel in trouble in this world, their good 
things are laid up for them, for they cannot 
receive an abundance of good things in this 
world like the nations," it directly contradicts 
the law of Moses, which everywhere promises 
an abundance of temporal blessings to Israel, 
if obedient. " It shall come to pass, if thou 
shalt hearken diligently unto the voice of the 
Lord thy God, to observe and to do all tlie 
commandments which I command the^ this 
day, that the Lord thy God will set thee on 
high above all naiiotis of the earth, and all 
these blessings shall come upon thee, and 
overtake thee, if thou shalt hearken unto the 
voice of the Lord thy God. Blessed shalt 
thou be in the city, and blessed shalt thou be 
in the field. Blessed shall be the fruit of thy 
body, and the fruit of thy ground, and the 
fruit of thy cattle, the increase of thy kine, 
and the flocks of thy sheep. .... The Lord 
shall cause thine enemies that rise up against 
thee to be smitten' before thy face ; they shall 
come out against thee one way, and flee be- 
fore thee seven ways. The Lord shall com- 
mand the blessing upon thee in thy store- 
houses, and in all that thou settest thine hand 
unto ; and he shall bless thee in the land 
which the Lord thy God giveth thee." (Deut. 
xxviii. 1 — 8, &c.) Here, then, is temporal 
blessing in abundance, promised to obedience; 
and the afllictions which have come upon 
Israel are not because of their piety, but be- 
cause of their disobedience. In this case, then, 
the oral law speaks utter falsehood. God has not 
two ways of dealing with nations, but one 
way. He §(ives every nation a fair trial, and 
if they refuse to hearken to his voice, he pours 
out upon them his wrath. The rise, and 
growth, and trial, of a nation is slower, and 
requires more time than the growth and trial 
of individual men. The life of a nation is, so 
to speak, longer than the life of a man. Cen- 
turies are required as the tinie of a nation's 
trial, but all history, sacred and profane, tes- 
tifies the truth of the general rule given in the 
Old Testament, '' Righteousness exalteth a 
nation, but sin is a reproach to any people." 
The only difference which God makes between 



Israel and the other nations, is with regard to 
their national existence in this world. He 
has crumbled the mighty empires of Assyria, 
Babylon, Greece, and Rome into dust, but 
he still preserves the independent existence of 
the family of Abraham, according to his 
covenant; and when, as a nation, they repent 
and return to him. He will remove the rod of 
his anger, and give them the temporal pros- 
perity which He has promised by the mouth 
of Moses his servant. But this promise of 
temporal blessing will not justify any im- 
penitent Jew at the tribunal of God's judg- 
ment. The hopes held out by the oral law 
are utterly fallacious, and dishonouring to 
God, inasmuch as he is represented as unduly 
favouring one nation, and unjustly condemning 
all others. 

An advocate of the oral law may, however, 
find out some other way of evading the evi- 
dent intolerance of the above statement, and 
still insist upon it, that as the Talmud says, 
" The pious of the nations of the world have 
a share in the world to come," it is a very to- 
lerant book. We therefore proceed to inquire 
what pains the rabbies have taken to add to 
the number of those who are to be saved. 
They believe, as we are told, that every one, 
who receives and observes the seven com- 
mandments of the sons of Noah, will be 
saved ; they believe that all others must be 
lost ; have they then taken any pains to make 
known this important information to the 
world ? Or, if that was not to be expected 
during the captivity, did they during the days 
of their power and dominion ? Or, at least, 
did they offer every facility to those Gentiles 
who might come to renounce idolatry, to re- 
ceive the necessary instruction? Did they 
command all their disciples to he ready day 
and night to open their doors at the knock of 
the penitent idolater, and by receiving rescue 
him from everlasting destruction ? Not one 
of all these things. They commanded that, 
during forty-nine years out of every fifty, such 
converts should be refused, and that if they did 
not choose to be circumcised, and observe the 
whole Mosaic law, they should be left to pe- 
rish. 
dV'd» Tiar* vfw y^ b:^ ^a m awn "o Min m >m 

>np3 rraVi • oViyn rriDW ^tdho bom iniN ^Vapo 
b«ittj» pNa i3»ya la^ttnnb lab vnott? ^ a®in id^) 
k^ awn na ]>!?apD j»«i : Dvoy maVra lanxa^i? ids 

" What is meant by a sojdurning prose- 
lyte? Such an one is a Gentile, who has 
taken upon himself not to commit idolatry, 
together with the remaining commandments 
given to the sons of Noah, but is not circum- 
cised nor baptised. Such an one is received, 
and is of the pious of the nations of the world. 
And why is he called a sojourner $ Because 
it is lawful for u£ to letliim dwell amongst us 
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in the land of Israel, as we have explained in 
the laws concerning idolatry. But a sojourn' 
ing proselyte is not received except dur- 
ing THE CELEBRATION OF THE JU- 
BILEE.** (Hilchoth Issure Biah. c. xiv. 7f ^-) 
During the other forty-nine years the unfortu- 
nate heathen might perish, if they did not 
choose to become Jews altogether. Now was 
this charitable? M^'as it tolerant? What 
use was there in talking of the liberality of the 
Talmudic law during these forty-nine years? 
The Rabbinist might say, We grant that the 
pious of the nations may be saved; and a 
Gentile might answer, Well, I am willing to 
become one of the pious ; I wish to be saved ; 
receive me. The Rabbinist would answer, 
Nay, you must wait until the year of Jubilee. 
The Gentile might urge, there are eight-and- 
forty years to pass away before that ; in the 
meanwhile I must die, for I am already old, 
and if I die, I must be lost. The Rabbinist 
could only reply, I cannot help you, unless 
you will consent to be circumcised and turn 
Jew. But what will be thought of the cha- 
rity of this law if we add, that there has been 
no jubilee, and consequently no pious amongst 
the nations for two thousand seven hundred 
years and more ? Yet this is what the oral 
law tells us. 

ibron rroan mio n«n la TQittn piN^ TDitJ nba^jn 
ip\i * rraw* to^ p«i -Ym onNipn •^ONaio rrhim 
TMtt?a iDi© piTiro rrv vhas Nim • mby rrittji* bt? 

" Since the time that the tribe of Reuben, 
and the tribe of Gad and the half-tribe of 
Manasseh were led away captive, the ju- 
bilees have ceased, for it is said, * And ye 
shall proclaim liberty throughout the land 
unto all the inhabitants thereof,* (Lev. xxv. 
10); that means, when all its inhabitants are 
upon it, and moreover when the tribes are not 
mixed one with another, but all dwelling 
according as they were appointed.'* (Hilchoth 
Shemitah, c. x. 8.) We have the account of 
this captivity in the following words, " In 
those days the Lord began to cut Israel short: 
and Hazael smote them in all the coasts of 
Israel : firom Jordan eastward, all the land of 
Oilead, the Gadites, and the Reubenites, and 
the Manassites.** (2 Kings x. 32, 33.) That 
was, according to the common chronology, 
about 884 years before the Christian era. If 
to this we add 1836, we have 2720 years 
since the time that there could be a jubilee, 
and consequently 2720 years since any Gen- 
tiles were converted from the errors of idolatry 
to the religion of the sons of Noah. What 
is it then but solemn mockery, in any one ac- 
quainted with the oral law, to tell us that the 
Talmud is tolerant, and admits *' that the 
pious of the nations of the world may be 
saved ; " when according to that same book 
seven-and-twenty centuries have elapsed, since 
any such converts were received ? We be- 



lieve that those who make this defence are 
unacquainted with the principles of the system 
which they undertake to defend. The truth 
is, that the authors of the oral law, finding 
that they could not altogether deny salvation 
to the pious of other nations, were determined 
not to add to their number, and therefore 
limited the possibility of this mode of conver- 
sion to times that bad elapsed long before 
they were bom. But in their own times they 
would not receive any one who was not will, 
ing to be circumcised and to receive the whole 
law. And hence we see how exactly the New 
Testament represents the state of the case, 
when Christianity was first propagated 
amongst the Gentiles, and free salvation was 
proclaimed to all who believed, without be- 
coming Jewish proselytes. The Rabbinists 
opposed with all their might. '< And certain 
men which came down from Judea taught the 
brethren and said. Except ye be circumcised 
after the manner of Moses, ye cannot be 
saved.** And again, ** There rose up certain 
of the sect of the Pharisees which believed, 
saying that if was needful to circumcise them, 
and to command them to keep the law of 
Moses.** (Acts xv. 1 — 6.) It was not the 
year of jubilee, and therefore renunciation of 
idolatry was not suflicient in the eyes of these 
traditionists, who believed that at such a time 
there was no salvation except for those who 
observed the whole law. But how is it now ? 
If a Gentile should desire now to become one 
of the pious of the nations, could the Jews re- 
ceive him? According to the above general 
principles, certainly not. The tribes are still 
scattered and mixed up together. The land 
has not got " all its inhabitants.** There can 
be no jubilee, and therefore those that wish to 
be saved, must, according to the oral law, turn 
Jews, or take their chance of living to a year 
of jubilee. But we are not necessitated to 
argue from the principles. Tlie thing is 
expressly laid down in the oral law. After 
explaining, as we have quoted above, who are 
the pious of the world, and that the year of 
jubilee is the only time for receiving them, it 
adds — 

yin nViD minrr to y^ bip iVd« mn pn h^ 

*' But in the present time, though a man 
should be willing to take upon him the whole 
law with the exception of only one of its least 
requirements, he is not to be received.** Now 
then what becomes of the boasted toleration of 
the Talmud ? It says that*" the pious of the 
nations of the world may be saved.** But it 
says, first, that such converts can only be re- 
ceived once in fifty years. It says, secondly, 
than even those scanty opportunities have not 
occurred for the last 2700 years ; and, lastly, 
it positively forbids the Jews in the present 
time to give the Gentiles a chance of salvation, 
unless they are willing to receive the whole 
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law. What use is it then to talk of the pious 
of the world, or to say that people of other 
religions may be saved? According to the 
Talmud, there are no pious of the nations, 
unless perchance there may be some descend- 
ants of those who were received 2700 years 
ago. But all history that we have ever seen 
is silent on the subject. We do not know of 
a single congregation of Noahites in the whole 
world. The forefathers of the Christians w^re 
not received during the year of jubilee. They 
were idolaters received against the wishes of 
the Rabbinists. The Britons and the Saxons 
were converted to Christianity long after the 
final dispersion of the Jews, that is, at a time 
when, according to tlie Talmud, it was un- 
lawful to add to the pious amongst the na- 
tions. Neither were they received according 
to the Talmudic condition, in the presence of 
three learned Jews. 

D^nin mufw »3D3 r^ bp6 ■p!n 
^' And it is necessary for such an one to take 
the seven commandments on him in the pre- 
sence of three learned men, who are qualified 
to be rabbies." (Hilchoth Melachim, c. viii. 
10.) According to the oral law, then, there 
are no such persons now existing as <^ the 
pious of the nations of the world." It is, 
therefore, idle to talk of the liberality with 
which they would be treated, were they forth- 
coming. Thus the only appearance of an 
argument in favour of the Talmud vanishes 
into thin air, and mocks our grasp, as soon 
as we endeavour to lay hold of it. Those 
who caught at this phantom of charity, no 
doubt meant it sincerely. They thought that 
the oral law was misrepresented. They were 
told that it was charitable, and they therefore 
nobly came forward in its defence. If they 
had known its true principles, they would 
have renounced them. Their advocacy went 
on a false supposition. But now that we 
have set forth the true bearings of the case, 
and given them chapter and verse td which 
they may refer, and convince themselves, we 
call upon them to do so : and then, as they 
hate intolerance, to join with us in protesting 
against it, even though it should be found in 
that system, which hitherto they have believed, 
on the testimony of others, to be divine. At 
the same time we would seriously ask of 
them to compare this system, which has been 
for more than I7OO years the religion of the 
majority of the Jewish nation, with the system 
laid down in the New Testament, and to 
decide which is most agreeable to the character 
of God, as revealed in the law and the pro- 
phets, and most beneficial to the world. The 
oral law says, that God has commanded the 



heathen to be left for 2,700 years without the 
means of instruction, and that when the days 
cf Israelis prosperity come, the nations are to 
be converted by force ; but that even then, they 
will not be raised to the rank of brediren, 
but only be sojourning proselytes. The oral 
law looks forward to no reunion of all the 
sons of Adam into one happy family. The 
New Testament has, on the contrary, com- 
manded its disciples to afibrd the means of 
instruction " to every creature." It speaks 
to us Gentiles, who were once r^arded as 
poor outcasts, in the language of love, and 
says, '* Now, therefore, ye are no more 
strangera and foreigners, but fellow-citizens 
with the saints, and of tlie household of God.'* 
(Ephes. ii. 19.) It takes nothing from you. 
It asserts your privileges as the peculiar people 
of God ; but it reveals that great, and to us, 
most comfortable truth, *< That the Gentiles 
should be fellow-heirs, and of the same body ;*' 
and it promises a happy time, when there 
shall be one fold and one Shepherd. It does, 
indeed, tell us not to forget what we once were, 
'' aliens from the commonwealth of Israel, 
and strangers from the covenant of promise, 
having no hope, and without God in the 
world." (Eph. ii. 12.) It reminds us that 
the olive-tree is Jewish, and that you are the 
natural branches, and warns us against all 
boasting. (Rom. xi. 16— 24.) And we desire 
to remember these admonitions, and to ac- 
knowledge with thankfulness, that all that we 
have received, is derived from the Jewish 
nation. We ask you not to compare the oral 
law with any Gentile speculations, or systems, 
or inventions, but with doctrines essentially 
and entirely Jewish. Christianity has ef- 
fected great and glorious changes in the world, 
but we take not the glory to ourselves. We 
give it to God, who is the author of all good, 
and under Him, to the people of Israel. We 
ask you, then, to compare these two Jewish 
systems, Rabbinism, which has done no good 
to the Gentiles, and perpetuated much error 
amongst the Jews ; and Christianity, which 
has doused over the world the knowledge of 
the one true God— disseminated the writings 
of Moses and the prophets, and increased the 
happiness of a large portion of mankind. The 
comparison may require time, and ought to 
be conducted with calmness and seriousness. 
But we think that, even without instituting 
that comparison, you must acknowledge that 
the principles of the oral law, discussed in 
this paper, are contrary to the law of Moses ; 
and that, therefore, a decided and solemn 
protest against these Rabbinical additions, is 
an immediate and imperative duty. 
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There are various marks by which a re- 
ligion of man*s making may be detected. It 
is usually intolerant, superstitious, and volu- 
minous. It limits the love of God to a par- 
ticular class. It exalts ceremonial observances 
above the worship of the heart ; and so multi- 
plies its laws and definitions, as to put the 
Knowledge of it beyond the reach of any but 
the learned. Any one of these marks would 
go far towards shaking the claims of a reli- 
gious system. For instance, if it lay down 
as religious duties so many and such subtle 
laws, as it is impossible for the unlearned to 
attain a knowledge of, it is plainly the inven- 
tion of the learned, who have thought only of 
themselves, and have not that tender regard 
and consideration for the ignorant, which the 
Creator hasi. His religion must be for all, 
the poor as well as the rich, and the ignorant 
as well as the wise of this world. We fear 
that the oral law of the rabbies will not stand 
any one of these tests ; it is, at all events, a 
religion for the learned, and the learned only. 
There is scarcely one of its commandments 
that is not so encumbered witli distinctions 
and definitions, as to make the right interpre- 
tation of it the sole property of the educated. 
Take, for example, one of the first and most 
frequent of the commandments, in the rab- 
binist*8 daily practice, d»t dVie: (the washing 
of hands. ) The command appears very simple. 
It says — 

^' Let him wash his hands, and pronounce 
the benediction for the washing of hands." 
(Orach Chaiim. §.4.) But out of this short 
command arise endless distinctions, according 
to which the act performed is regarded as a 
valid or invalid fulfilment of the command. 

• 'tea ]m fm'yyo 'nan vrpttj ^y\ • d*t >m? teV 
: ]Tv\^ TOO j»«i-DnDr» WT«j ^i:ai 
^^ Every one who washes his hands must 
attend to four things. 1st, To the water, 
that it be not unlawful for the washing of 
hands. 2d, To the measure, that there be a 
quartern for the two hands. 3d, To the 
vessel, that the water, wherewith the washing 
is performed, be in a vessel 4th, To the 
washer, that the water come with force from 
him that pours.** (Hilchoth Berachoth vi. 6.) 



I Each of these four limitations requires new 
explanations and definitions of its own, as for 
example, there are four things that make 
water unlawful for the washing of hands ; one 
of these is, if any work be done with it. This 
necessarily requires fresh definitions of what 
is and is not work. Then come the directions 
as to how far the washing is to reach, the 
position of the hands, whether they are to be 
held up or down, the drying of the hands. A 
perfect and accurate knowledge of all these 
conditions can be attained only by the learned. 
And after all the care which these things re- 
quire, the Israelite may after all fall short of 
Talmudic requirement, for there is still an- 
other condition, that involves another host of 
rabbinic definitions, the non-observance of 
which will invalidate the merit of his 
washing. 

*' Every thing that is an impediment in 
baptism is an impediment in washing of 
hands." (Hilchoth Mikvaoth xi. 2.) This, 
of course, leads to a new inquiry, what con- 
stitutes an impediment. 

• rrt»«) rrT Dv n • roorr ^aa bffo wy Dim • nanb 

^^ cnsnTT TD^ni • pvi n^m rjian ^ ]»^Dfem 
'^ These are the impediments in human 
beings. The film that is outside the eye. 
The incrustation outside a wound. Dry 
blood that is on a wound. The plaster that 
is on it. Filth upon the flesh. The impurity 
or dirt under the nails. Dirt upon the body, 
mud, potter*8 day, &c.** (Ibid. c. ii 1.) 
Every one of these can eive rise to endless 
questions in casuistry, which are evidently 
beyond the powers of the unlearned, and 
must draw him, if he be a conscientious man, 
to the rabbi to solicit his advice. Thus, one 
of the very first commandments with which 
the Jew begins tlie day, requires for its accu- 
rate fulfilment a degree of knowledge which 
is far beyond the attainment of the multitude. 
This one commandment involves scores of 
odiers. Nay, we doubt not that an accurate 
Talmudist might make 613 constitutions out 
of this one alone ; and we appeal to the con. 
science of the great majority of Jews in 
London to decide whether they possess the 
knowledge here required, and consequently 



whether ii in pouib hem to keep this ■ 

one command ment. he D gres any | 

one of Iheae rabbtni d and; 

arc not waaha], and q are | 

unfit for praj'er. B h command 

for the morning only. It must be tcpeated 
thiough the day. ' 

CT nVci) -ps trsion i-^t piaot) ncrt tavtn ta 

"T fi^Bi-pa jTenaiVia'C'o-QTta p -i't 'rm 
rtmn 
" Every one who eats that sort of bread, 
tor which the benediction is, ' Bteued art 
ihou, O Lord our God, King of the universe ! 
wBo bringwh forth bread from the earth,'* is 
bound 10 wash his hands at the beginning and 
end. And although the bread be common, 
and aliliough hia hands have not been defiled. 

them, he is not to eat until he wash both his 
hands. And thus, also, widi regard to any 
thing that is dipped in fiuid, the waihing ol 
hands is necessary at the beginning." (Hil. 
choth Berachoth vi. 1.) Here, again, it is 
necessary to know thediffetent sotti of bread, 
and the compounds that may be made with 
the different sorts of flour, and the various 
forms of benediction, and out of Uiese again 
may arise as many doubts and quciiions as 
out of the former, for the aolulion of which 
learning, acutenen, and practice are required l 
and the want of these mav lead to tiansgres- 
non, and, according to the rabbles, to most 
fatal consequences. For instance, neglect o: 
Ihia command after the meal may canst 
blindness. 
BT wo« iwvno c^ 'Vb3 -pa lankirrajno ta 

D*T r'nssa 'niOT njrrMi ■ tVjott ^jdo rmjjc 



" All bread that has salt in it requires 
washing of hands after it; lest perhaps it 
might be the salt of Sodom, or salt of the 
same nature, and a man might pass his hand 
over his eyes and become blind. On this ac- 
OTunt all are bound to wash their hands at ihc 
end of every meal, because of the salt. Bui 
in a camp they are exempt rrom washing at 
(be banning, because Ihey are oppressed 
with the fatigues of war, and are bound to 
wash after meal on account of the danger." 
(Ibid. 3.) Suppose, then, that a poor igne- 
rant man, with the best intention in ibe 
world, set about this washing, and made a 
mistake with regard to the water, or llie vessel, 
or the jnuiing, or the positioD of his bands : 
or suppose that a soldier, in the hurry of n 
camp, were to make this mistake, or on>it the 
* Jcwlth prtycr-book. p. li 



cashing altogether, and then have the ill luck 
10 put his hands to his eyes, according to the 
oral law, blindness would be the consequence- 
jVny neglect or defect in the morning ablution 
\iou\i be more fatal still. 
miw im nrto 'sia otivd') yr'v rmA Vtp-n 

i^x: DTip 1T3 rjrro luob "p3 p hit ■ cvso 
rm nrro 'jdo ■ c'mVi ■ a-in/n ■ DnirVn ■ ttoS 

" A man must be very careful in pouring 
water on his hands three timeg, for an evil Epi. 
rll rests upon the hands before washing, and 
' does not depart until water be pouied on 
^ ihem three limes. Therefore it is necessary, 
before washing, to abstain from touching the 
hand to the mouth, and the nose, and the ears 
and the eyes, because an evil spirit rests upon 
them." (Orach Chaiini., §. 4.) 

Now, u this the religion of the God of lov^ 
and mercy, and justice ? Is it at all like Him 
to give laws so subtle and multifarious in Ihdr 
, distinctions, that it is next to impoisible for 
the unlearned man to obey them aright, and 
then to attach to this non-observance such 
I calamitous consequences ? If it be replied 
I that the punishment b visited only on those 
I who transgress wilfully, then there are thou- 
sands of Jews, perhaps in this very city, who 
live in the habitual and wilful omis.iion of 
I this precept, and who have the use of thdr 
eyes, just as well as the strictest Habbinist. 
I This fact, which no one will rtiupule, prove* 
beyond doubt, that the oral law has spoken 
, falsehood, and therefore throws utter discredit 
I upon its testimony respecting the tradition of 
thecommandmentitself. Itisconfeesedlynota 
commandment from God, but from (he Scribes. 
I ■ D'-rniD -tno yiryen n-T rirmv yftfj "oa 

I " We have explained long ago, that the 
washing and bathing of the hands are derived 
Irom the words of the Scribes." (Hilchoth 
Mikvaoth, li. I.) That they had no divine 
authotity for the command is evident from the 
subtilly and superstition of its ordinances; for 

I »e presume that fen will question the super. 

I slition of the threiit of blindness to the dis- 
obedient, or of the fable of the evil spirit 

, resting upon the hands. One such commaiid, 
then, will go fat to discredit the whole story 
of an oral law, and to invalidate the character 
of its witnesses. They were evidently super- 
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ptejudicea of the timea, not at all sctujiuloua 
in adding to the law of God, and evidently 
aiming at a complete domination over the 
consciences of their followeca. It is hardly 
possible to believe that they were not aware of 
the necessary result of the system, the com- 
plete subjugation of the consciences of the 
multitude. The mats of mankind has no 
leisure for the study of juristic distinctions, 
I they must, Ihercfore, If they believe such to be 
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divine, cast themselves upon the mercy of the 
learned, and there can be no doubt that those 
who have the keys of salvation, will also pos- 
sess no small d^iee of influence and power in 
this world. But, whatever was the motive, 
there can be no doubt about the severity with 
which the rabbies enforced this command. 
They exacted even from the poor unfortunate, 
whom circumstances left only enough water to 
slake his thirst, that he should sacrifice a part 
of it to this rabbinical purification. 

*^ Though he should only have enough water 
to drink, he is to wash bis hands with a part 
of it, and then to eat, and to drink the re- 
mainder." (^Hilchoth Berechoth, vi. 19.) 
And not content with this harsh requirement, 
they sentence the despber of their commands 
to excommunication. , 

" It b necessary to be very careful in the 
washing of hands, for every one who despbes 
the washing of hands is guilty of excommuni- 
cation." (Orach Chaiim., §. 158.) And thb 
same book confirms this decbion by a case 
which actually occurred of a man thus ex- 
communicated, and who dying in his excom- 
munication had the usual indignities oiFered 
to hb corpse. 

yiM "UTM ^ rfTMi ]M imam p mn in^ noTDDi 

^' Whom did they excommunicate ? Eleazar 
hen Chatzar, who despised the washing of 
hands ; and when he was dead, the tribunal 
sent, and had a great stone laid on his cofiS^n, 
to teach thee that of every one who b excom- 
municated and dies in hb excommunication, 
the coflin is stoned by the^uibunal." (Tal- 
mud. Berechoth, fol. 19, coL 1.) When 
they had the power they employed it to tlie 
fiilj, and now that they have it not, the oral 
law still threatens poverty and extirpation to 
every transgressor. 

Mpm "TK1 : nr» Tb wa dt nVioDa Wrtan te 
• oVim p yn on* rfr^i Wnon to irs^ ^ tdm 

<< Every one who despbes washing of hands 
sinks into poverty. R. Zerika says in the name 
of R. Eliezer, Every one that despises the 
washing of hands b rooted out of the world.** 
(Orach Chaiim., ibid.) Such is the toleration 
of the oral law towards Jews, accused of no 
breach of God*s commandment, convicted of 
no denial of God*s Word, guilty of no crime. 
And yet these same men, who are strict even to 
persecution about one of their own institutions, 
allow that which they consider the Word of 
God to be transgressed with impunity, if it be 
expedient. They assert their belief, that the 
law of Moses forbids the Jews to have cloth- 



ing, like that of the Gentiles, to shave or to 
wear their hair like the other nations, and yet 
they say the transgression of this divine com- 
mand b lawful under the following circum- 
stances. 

DTOta ^ssh aurb "pan maVob iTp tvtto btfva* 
xcna!97 "vrxo m nn pb ttot vhm »dS 'wa i) rrm 

'' An Israelite who b near to royalty, and b 
obliged to sit before Gentile kings, and for 
whom it would be disgraceful not to be like 
them, b allowed to dress and to shave as they 
do.*' (Hilchoth Accum., xi. 3.) But it is 
not to be wondered at, that those should 
lightly esteem the Word of God, who are capa- 
ble of confounding the guilt of transgressing a 
mere human ceremony with the guilt of trans- 
gressing a divine command. The Talmud 
makes the sin of neglecting this command as 
great as that of gross immorality. 

n3iT Tra:!*ii ^ «i i!r«3 d*t 'V*::: «ba Dn6 toiMrr to 

*' Every one who eats bread without washing 
of hands, is as guilty as if he had committed 
fornication.'* (Sotah, foL iv. col. 2.) 

The sum of all that has been said is, that 
the Scribes and Pharisees added a command- 
ment not given by Moses, that they so refined 
upon the conditions of its fulfilment as to 
make it almost impossible for the unlearned 
not to transgress it, and yet denounced such 
heavy penalties upon the transgressor as to 
make it an intolerable burden to the consden- 
tious; that when they had the power, they 
persecuted all th^t refused obedience, and did 
not scruple to pronounce the guilt of trans- 
gression as great as that of breaking one of 
the moral commandments. They have pre- 
sented as the religion of Moses a system 
which is voluminous, superstitious, and in- 
tolerant; difficult to the comprehension of 
the unlearned, terrific to their consciences, and 
cruel to their persons. But when the poor 
were ground down and oppressed under this 
weight of superstition and tyranny, God sent 
them a deliverer in Jesus of Nazareth, who 
asserted the revealed truth of God, and pro- 
tested against this mental bondage. ^* Then 
came together unto him the Pharbees, and 
certain of the Scribes which came from Jeru- 
salem. And when they saw some of his dis- 
ciples eat bread with defiled (that is to say, 
with unwashen hands) they found fault . . •• 
He answered and said unto them, Well hath 
Esaias prophesied of you hypocrites, as it b 
written. This people honoureth me with their 
lips, but their heart b far from me. Howbeit 
in vain do they worship me, teaching for doc- 
trines the commandments of men And 

when he had called all the people unto him, 
he said unto them, Hearken unto me every 
one of you and understimd : there is nothing 
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from without a man that, entering into him, 
can defile him : but the things which come out 
of him, those are they that defile him. . . . For 
from within, out of the heart of men, proceed 
evil thoughts, adulteries, fornications, mur- 
ders, thefts, covetousness, wickedness, deceit, 
lasciviousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, 
foolishness: all these things come from within, 
and defile the man." (Mark vii. 1—23.) 
Here the Lord Jesus asserts what is alike the 
truth of God, and agreeable to the dictates of 
sound sense. So Samuel said in the Old 
Testament. 

iiV? rwrv mm wy^sh nvir Dn«n 

'^ Man looketh on the outward appearance, 
but God looketh on the heart.*' (1 Sam. 
xvi. 70 But the Scribes and Pharisees treated 
the Lord Jesus in the spirit of the laws which 
we have adduced above. They persecuted 
him unto death, and to the death He willingly 
went a martyr for the truth, and a sacrifice 
for the sin of the world. The authors of the 
oral law had but a short triumph. He rose 
from the dead, and his doctrine spread through 
the world, and everywhere announced freedom 
from the bondage of superstition as well as a 
hope of everlasting life. And the Jewish 
nation is at this hour enjoying the fruits of 
His death and doctrine in their liberty from 
rabbinic domination. Many of you now 
hold some of those principles, the assertion 
of which was the cause of His death. You 
believe that moral duties are far beyond cere* 
moAial observances. You believe, many of you, 
that to eat with unwashen hands is no sin, and 
have given up the practice. You transgress 
this commandment of the Scribes, and yet you 
are not excommunicated nor persecuted. For 
all this you -are indebted to Jesus of Nazareth. 
If the oral law had triumphed, and the doc- 
trine of Jesus been silenced, you would still be 
living the victims of superstition or persecution. 
You would have been afraid of being struck 
with blindness, or haunted with an evil spirit, 
or even of being rooted out of the world. If 
a ray of divine light had visit^ your under- 
standing, and you had protestea against these 
traditions, you would have had to feel the 
weight of rabbinical persecution, like Jesus of 
Nazareth. You would have been excommu- 
cated like Eleazar, and if God had given you 
strength to remain faithful, would have died 
excommunicated, and have had a stone upon 
your coffin. How is it that now you are free, 
that you can think and act without any such 
fear ? Is it because the Talmud has alter^ ? 



No, it is just what it was. The conscientious 
believers in the Talmud are just the same as 
their fathers, and as conscientious men, if they 
had the power, they would think it their 
bounden duty to treat you, as their predeces- 
sors treated Eleazar. But the doctrine of 
Jesus of Nazareth delivers you, and the fol- 
lowers of Jesus of Nazareth are your pro- 
tectors against the rigour of the oral law, and 
the intolerance of your brethren. Should not 
this fact, then, lead you to examine into 
the claims of that same Nazarene? How 
is it that if the principles of Jesus of Naza- 
reth should ever become universal, the world 
will be universally happy; whereas if the 
principles of those who rejected him became 
universal, the whole world will groan under 
superstition and cruelty ? What stronger testi- 
mony can there be to the justice of his claims, 
and the injustice of his condemnation ? Ex- 
amine, then, intathe other evidence, and in 
the meanwhile protest against the principles 
of the Talmud, and endeavour to deliver your 
brethren. There are multitudes of Jews who 
still groan under the superstitious laws re- 
specting the washing of hands. In the book 
of daily prayer published here in London, the 
ordinance of washing of hands is acknow- 
ledged as divine. On the Idlst leaf, col. 2, 
you will find the following blessing z-r" 

D*T n!nD3 V» 131^ 

'* Blessed art thou, O Lord our God ! 
King of the universe ! who hath sanctified us 
with his commandments, and commanded us 
to cleanse our hands." Now this is a positive 
untruth, God has not given the commandment 
respecting the washing of hands. And yet 
here your prayer-book solemnly tells him that 
he has. And this prayer-book has also put 
a rubric to this benediction, *^ When tlie 
children wash their hands in the morning, 
they are taught to say the following blessing." 
From which it appears that the Jewish chil- 
dren in England are still taught to acknow- 
ledge the divine authority of the Talmud, for 
the only way in which that benediction can be 
defended, is by saying that the oral law lis 
divine, and that its commandments were given 
by God. It is therefore a holy and impera- 
tive duty on all those Israelites who reject 
Talmudic superstition and intolerance to have 
this benediction erased from their prayer-book, 
and to preserve the children from the infec- 
tion of that law which persecutes the living 
and insults the dead. 
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One of the many bright feBtum In the 
utkuul charoctn of Israel !■ ihe devoted cao- 
■toocy, with which they hare, in the most 
tnMiUaus tiTnea and under themoHt disutTous 
dreamstancei, celebiated the aDoivergary of 
dieii &nt great nallooal deliverance. Mare 
thin three thousaiid yeara have now rolled 
away since Ivael^B God heard the. cries of 
the Gnt-bom in Egypt, and hy elaying the 
Gnt-bom of their eneiDiei, effected (heir sal. 
tatun with a mighty hand and an outatretched 
•nn. And yet the memory of that great 
event ia »lUl fresh in the hearts of the nation, 
and the children of Israel, wherever scattered, 
in the wilda of Poland, the coaatE of Africa, 
(X the torrid regions of India, aa well aa 
imongat ourgelvea, are now making consen. 
taneODi preparation for the approaching fes. 
UviL Such constancy and such devotion 
bespeak minds of no ordinary mould, and 
naturallj lead ua to asfc, how la it that, the 
Lord does not now hear Israel's cries and 
prayers, which ascend from every region under 
Deavm, and restore them to that place in His 
diapeQutioiu and that rank amongst the sons 
of men, which hia Word assigns to them ? A 
Christian would give the answer suggested 
by the New Testament, hut we waive that at 
prcsenL The oral law gives a reply theaame 
In subatance. It tells us that the mass of the 
nation has obscured the light of divine revela. 
tioD by the admixture of human invenllona, 
that, therefore, a restoration would only be 
theealabliahmenc of error, and is consequently 
Impossible. We have already given aome 
proofs of this assertion, the rabbinical laws 
telaling to the passover furnish us with many 
more, and to these the aeaaon of the year now 
naturally refers ui. 

AiDDngaC the first directions relating to the 
pssBover, the Word of Qod gives this plain 
oommaDd, " Even the Grst day ahall ye put 
kway leaven out of your houaes." (Exod.iiL 
IG.) This is intelligible to the moat illiterate, 
■nd easy to be obeyed, but the rabbiea have 
snperadded a mass of explanations and ob. 



imra 'vm im enn -era im» iwm ^2^2 
TiTTi lOT MVt nn Trrnro'SJ fnn tarn ■ fa yan 

1 ta -pdS 13 pro 
'■ What is meant by the putting away (of 
l(aven) mentioned in the law ? It ia this, 
that a man annul it In his heart, and count 
i[ aa duat, and intend in his heart to have no 
Ifaven whatever in his possession, and that 
Jill the leaven in his poaaession shall be as 
ilusl, andof no necessity whatever." (Hilchoth 
l^homeis Umatiah, c. ii. 2.) Here, then, they 
require a formal intention, but they have aha 
prepared a form of words in which to clothe it. 

[An rrrmm -nTO-a hsht 'pom aron ta 
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I, which I havi 
en ; which I hav 



I that !b 
Q, and whi 






. il the honest endeavoi 

an Israelite to obey the command of God, 
unless he diwl il according to the form and 
miUDer whidi they preiciibe. 



red, shall be null, 
uninted aa the dust of the earth." (Levi's 
Pravets for the Passover, foL 2, col. 1.) And 
10 this form a rubric is added," If the master 
is not at home, he annuls the leaven wherever 
' e iSi'* Now this may at first &]ght appear as 
very innocent cetemony, but God warns ns 
gainst alladdilions to His word and command. 
lents. It is in itself presumpluoua, and, as 
connected with the rabbinical doctrine of 
merit, must have an injurious tendency upon 
[he minds of (he multitude. I'hey will aigue 
ihat by obaerving this form, they have ^I. 
Ailed a commandment, and that consequently 
there is an additional sum of merit to be put 
to (he credit side of ^eir account, as a set off 
against their ttanagresslons. And on the other 
hand, if they forget to go through this form 
at the right hour, and Bftecwards any leaven 
be found in their houses, the rabbiea bring 
them in guilty of transgreaaing two negative 
commandmenta, which they aay is a mate 
heinous offence than disobeying the affirmative 
precepti. 

rfjin^ nwo twrai w arp tea lA dm -ptft 
TOW3 iTOffli lata TTTTi vfe van rrrrc mr tern 

! to »S in «b 'vitf ao* 
" Therefore, if "a mta does not annul (tilt 
I leaven) before (he sixtb hour, and afterwaida 
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from the sixth hour and onwards should find the bread long since, and these are the crumbs, 
leaven, which was on his mind and in his but, on the contrary, he must fear lest it should 
heart, but he forgot it at the hour of removal, have left the leaven in a hole or a w'indow, and 
and did not remove it : Behold, such an one these crumbs were there before ; he must there- 
has transgressed the command, ' It shall not fore search again. If he find nothing, then he 
be seen with thee' (Exod. xiii. 7), and also must search the whole house ; but if he find 
the command, * It shall not be found in your the bread with which the mouse went off, then 
houses' (Exod. xiL 19), for he neither re- no further search is necessary." Another 
moved it nor annulled it." (Hilchoth Cho- case of equal importance, and more ingenuity, 
tnetz, c. iii. 8.) Now, can you believe that is the following : — 

this decision is from God who seaicheth the' -^^^ ^xdq "Q3y Nrjn VD3 '133') n*ab "Tiaj? DD33 

heart ? Can you believe that a man who had ^^ .^.^^^^j ^y, CJ3D3W r)W^'n Min 'noiM VDl 

it in his mind and heart to remove a piece of 5^ ^^^ ^^^^^ ^^ '^^ . ^^^t, ^^ ^^^ 

leaven according to God s commandment but ^ . ^ ^ U ^^ 

whilst removing the rest forsot this one piece, , ' tL __ 

is to be brought in guilty, simply because he °^ "«^ ' P^^'' T^ ^^^ -^^^ mb^n U^ 

did not observe a mere form, which God has '^'^^ ^^^ P"""^^' T^ "i^^^ ""^ '^5'' "^^^n rrim 

no where commanded ? Or that he would ' "Tiayn >Da TVrw VOTI 

not have been guilty, if he had repeated some '^ If a mouse enter a house with bread in 

half dozen words prescribed by men, sinners his mouth, and a mouse also ^o out of the 

like himself ? Very different is the declara- same house with bread in his mouth, one may 

tion of God himself, ynh D3? rrn 1M*N ]T " Be- conclude that this is one and the selfsame 

cause it was in thine heart*' (1 Kings viii. 18) : mouse, and it is not necessary to search. But 

he accepted the intention, and gave it the if the former that entered was black, and the 

blessing of obedience. The rabbinic decision latter that went out white, a search is neces- 

is, therefore, not of God, and goes far towards sary. If a mouse went in with bread in his 

overthrowing the claims of the whole oral law. mouth, and a weasel come out with bread in 

But the rabbies were not satisfied with this her mouth, it is necessary to search. If a 

invention of ^Dn ViTDl annulling the leaven, mouse and a weasel both go out, and bread 

they have imposed upon the consciences of in the weasel's mouth, there is no search re- 

their folio wers another observance, utterly un- required, for this is the identical bread thathad 

known to Moses, and that is yoil np«l3 the been before in the mouse's mouth." (Hilchoth 

searching for leaven. Chometz, c. ii. ) We do not mean to say 

rprrQ D>13lDn n^W unp 'p^ai liy$ rwil«b inw that this sort of wisdom was never found 

!,«• **%^-.«wv, . *.««*., .i^^v^ t^ .,,^ -,^v%u *>^r^ ^w» 10 Christians. We are well aware that the 

'< On the evening before the 14th of Nisan, ^^^^ ^ave figured in Gentile theology too, but 

before the coming out of the stars, they are to ^^ j^ave renounced that whole system as con. 

search for the leaven by the light of a smgle ^ ^ ^^e Word of Gqd. You still adhere 

wax taper: and when the time draws near, t^^he theology of the Scribes, and are now 

it IS unlawful to do any work, or to eat, or to ^^^ut to keep a solemn festival according to 

study." (Passover Prayers, fol. 1, col. 2.) ^y,^^^ ordinances. And yet you see how poor 

For this command Uiere is evidently no foun- ^y^^^^ ^j^^ ^f ^^ue piety, and how perverse the 

dation m the law of Moses. It is confessedly appUcation of their time and their ingenuity. 

onD^p ni-ra of the words of the scribes, and ^1,^ ^^^^ unlearned Israelite who has read 

yet the most> minute directions are given, and ^^xe law of Moses in its simple dignity, will 

the ^eatest attention required, as if it had k„o^ ^^n ^^at when God commanded 

been from God himself,andvarious cases sup- ^y,^ Israelites to remove leaven from their 

posed where a second search is necessary, as houses, he did not mean that they should go 

for instance ; and rummage out the mouse-heles, or spend 

rrpni "irrM "J^a yom n^lh D3D:w -ODS? rttr\ D« their time looking after mice and weasels. If, 

piTD MSQ«3 *D ^ r]N TTW Dro pilb "jm^ instead of the oral law, you had read this in 

Dipm non rmiN bD« tid poiw ]*« n>nn rrjown the New Testament, would you not have 

i« mm nn>:n «dw rtDtmn n^jm Yy\'^'^ nm m ta^en it as complete evidence against the 

DM • PTQ1 ^m T5>E?n m D«3 rXTVW ibw r'jna claims of that book ? and if St. Paul or St. 

-•»i%-iw» w«>vN r^w« •,«., U-. .,-.*.. -« *-.., «^t,^ w«»U vA Peter had eiven such commands to the Gen- 

, — ,„^ -«^.» ^ ' ,.,„ ..,.«»., .,1.^,^ «,^., t"e converts would you not have said, these 

'' If, after the search, he see a mouse come New Testament nothing like it is to be found, 

into the house with leaven in his mouth, it is The precepts there given, and the instruction 

necessary to search a second time. And al- there conveyed, is all of a noble and dignified 

though he should find the crumbs about the character, whilst the trifling and the folly still 

house, he is not to say, the mouse has eaten exist in the oral law handed down by those 



■ho iqccled JcHU of Nuuetli. If the lea - 1 
timmiy of men at all depends upmi die vii- 
dooi of him who givo it, the (atimoay of the 
Scribes is nol worth much. But the trifling 
ii exceeded by the pnuimption. Thetie men 
hare laid, >s we have quoted above from jour 
pnjer.book, " that when the lime for the 
leirtb dnwa Dear, it i) unlawful lo do anj 
work, or lo eat, or to study ;" eo ihat (he 
poor inati is la giie up hia lawful buaineHs, 
the hungry man to abatain from his lawful 
food, and all to neglect even the Trading of 
Ood'a holy Wotd, in aider to go and aeaich 
iolo holes and eomeia, for that which they 
know Is not lo be found, or to Nnd that which 
wu bid in their way Inlentionally and for that 
very purpose. We atk you can ihis be fram 
God, or, are the men who make ihe reading 
of Ood'a Word give way to ihis ceremony, to 
be depended upon aa teachen of Ihe true 
religion? 

But the oral law not only adda human 
Invendona, but lava down principlea which 
involve consideraUe difiicultjei, the solution 
of which requirei no unall ahare of ingenuity. 
For inatance, 

'■ It ia for ever unlawful to hare any prolit 
from leaven, ihat haseiiated duiing Oie aea. 
■on of Ihe paasover." Thii ia understood of 
iMven -belonging to laraeliies, and according 
Ui this all iBtaelites are obliged to aell, or give 
■way, or lou nil the leaven which they may 
have at the commencement af ptuaover, and 
of course if they have much the lots would be 
very serioua. But the nibbies who bare made 
the difficulty, have aba found various ways af 
mding it. One is by pledging the leaven 
with B certain form of woida — 
tfiotfii "OH B» "vifi ^ isan pnrro Snw 

•nt) -mo fcm vtw in mtra i"n vtnw: 

" An Israelite who hai panned his leaven 
to a Gentile, if he says to him, in case I d<i 
not bring thee the money from this time to a 
GOtaiu day, you have purchased this leaven 
fiom the preaent time ; then this leaven if. 
centered as in the potsession of the Gentile, 
and it is lawful after the paisover." (Uil- 
choth Chomelz, c, iv.} If, therefore an 
Israelite, who has a large quantity of leaven, 
wishes to keep the commandment of iimoving 
all leaven from hia poasession, and at 
Ihe same time 10 be able to resume the poa~ 
session after the paasover ; and to have the 
worldly gain too, as well as the spiritual pro. 
fit, he hi^ nothing to do but to pawn it with 
ihis form of words. Now we ask every Jew 
of common sense, whether this be not a mere 
trick, an attempt to cheat one's own con- 
■dence, an unworthy artifice lo terve God, 
and yet to avoid the loss whidi would result 
ftom a limple obetrvanee of tlie command ? 



Tt is plain that the man who acta ihus has no 
eal intention of renouncing the paaaeSEion of 
he leaven. And ihh is not a single casej 
he oral law it rich in such cues, aa it allawi 
. mock pawning, ao it allows a mock sale or 
lift. 



lliliDugh the Isiacliie knows (hat the 
Ijentile will not touch the leaven at all, but 
eep it for him until after the paasover, and 
'ill then return it la him, it ia lawFuL" Of 
nurse a learned Israelite, acquainted with 
lis provision of the oral law, will select a 
(jentile of this description to whom to sell 
ive his leaven, fully aware that after 
ver It will be his again, and he may 
enjoy the proSt. But suppose a Jen had 
money to a Gentile, and received the 
est every week in bread, what is he to ' 
do? It is evident that ar paisover he can- 
make use of the bread on account of the 
en, neither after the passover can he n- 



This 



n which has witnessed the Past 



■ding 



3lof o 



ral law, which has proposed 
the difiiculty, has also provided a solution- 

1,-0 nasi taj m-a Tm ijo 'apati Sow 
W3 lUKi >h ]rro rem cnp li -vm-vi -itrn 'W 
|i3t)nV-p inw i»3 CM"BK'Mi nwo mi nopncD 
: nccn -yim ^^T m^ tto iion hA i.-na 
" An Israelite who receives bread ftom a 
(Jentile every week as interest, is, according 
to Avi Haezri, in tell him before the pass, 
over, that in the passover week he must give 
him 9our or money, and then when they 



1 their 



>, he a 



that which he 
receive during the paasover. (Atbah. Turim. 
Orach Chaiim, sec. 450.) According to thii 
simple device, merely by saying a few words, 
he can make that lawful, which before would 
have been a great sin. It is not needful even 
to intend to have money or flour, he may 
intend to have the leaven after the passover ; 
the words have the Iiansforming efKcacy. 
The same book gives Raahi'a aolution of 
another aimilar difficulty, 
ramtn Tijn erf; ■ara 131 'vrw Ttf'i'i rfsim 
inn 'n=w •im ncD te nrw ^d 'izb Ttirt irw 
VTiMn cm Viai rruuiT wnp nari^aj a^i^n ~p 



the profit during ihe j 
and I will take afterwards ? He replied. Let 
him make ^ bargain before the passover, and 
take the price of that week." (Ilml.) A 
man of common sense will see thai here, is 
in the other ctaes, the Jew doea really re- 
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ceive the profit from leaven in existence 
during the passover, and that whether he re- 
ceive the money or the profit before or after- 
wards, there is no real difference in the cir- 
cumstances of the transaction ; one principle 
pervades all these decisions, and that is, 
evasion of what is considered a divine com- 
mand. The man who gives away the leaven 
with the full intention of resuming possession 
after the passover, and the man who sells 
only for the week, in .full persuasion that his 
right and interest remain, does in reality 
neither give nor selL There may be an out- 
ward appearance of the thing, but God does 
not judge according to the appearance ; 
he looks on the intention of the heart. He 
is not satisfied with the form of giving or 
selling, but looking at the inmost thoughts 
of the souls, He sees that the man does not 
wish nor intend to do either the one or the 
other, and marks him as a deliberate and 
wilful transgressor. But we appeal to every 
unsophisticated mind in Israel, would such 
a system of evasion be considered as honour- 
able, even according to the maxims of this 
world ? Or can that conduct, which men 
would call dishonourable, be considered as an 
acceptable service before God ? But, above 
all, can it be the law given to Moses by the 
God of truth ? This it is which gives this 
discussion all its importance. If the Talmud 
and all its decisions were retained merely as 
a curious remnant of antiquity, as the effu- 
sions of a perverse ingenuity, or the waking 
dreams of scholastics, we might both pass it 
by with a smilot But it is proposed as the 
law of God. It is the religion of the great 
majority of the Jewish people, and no doubt 
at this very time, many an Israelite in Po- 
land and elsewhere, if not in England, is 
preparing a mock sale, or drawing up a con- 
tract for the imaginary disposal of the leaven 
in his possession, in obedience to the above 
directions. They do it in simplicity, with a 
mistaken devotion. They are mi^ed; but 
does not a fearful load of responsibility rest 
upon those Israelites who know better, and 
yet leave their brethren in this grievous error, 
yea, and confirm them in it by joining in al| 
the ceremonies which that system prescribes ? 
Because of this system, the nation is still 
exiled from the land of IsraeL Because of 
this system, the anger of the Lord is not 
turned away, but His arm is stretched out 
still. If then you love your people — if you 



desire their national exaltation, and their 
eternal welfare, lift up your voice and protest 
against the oral law. Condemn the scribes 
and pharisees as the inventors of the system, 
and the first authors of that moral captivity 
in which the people has been held for so 
many centuries. Now when you remember 
the mercies of the Lord in delivering you 
from the house of bondage, make an effort 
to deliver your brethren from the more de- 
grading chains of error and superstition. At 
the same time we would ask you to consider 
the case of so many of your nation, who, 
when these chains were rivetting, gloriously 
maintained their freedom, and have left us a 
collection of writings, entirely free from every 
trace of this mistaken ingenuity. We mean 
the disciples of Jesus of Nazareth. They, 
too, were Jews, children of Abraham, and of 
the stock of Israel. How is it then, that 
they who were condemned by the Talmudists 
as heretics, and propagators of a false reli- 
gion, have left us the principles of a healthy, 
manly, and rational piety, whilst their judges 
and accusers have fallen headlong into error 
and even absurdity ? If Jesus and his dis- 
ciples were deceivers or fanatics, how is it 
that they were preserved from inculcating 
such false doctrines : and if the scribes and 
pharisees were right in condemning and per- 
secuting them — were actually serving God in 
resisting false pretensions, how is it that they 
were given over to such delusions, and to such 
a system of trifling? That they were not 
infjdlible, the above extracts from the oral 
law prove beyond all controversy. They 
have altogether erred in the first element of 
acceptable worship, simplicity of intention 
and uprightness of heart. They have con. 
founded the form with the reality of obedi- 
ence to God*s commands. And in all these 
things where they have erred, Jesus and his 
disciples have asserted and maintained the 
truth. Account for this fact. The Talmud 
tells you to light a taper and search for leaven 
in a mouse-hole, and to get rid of all in 
your possession by a fictitious contract. The 
New Testament says, '* Purge out the old 
leaven, that ye may be a new lump, as ye 
are unleavened. For even Christ our Pass- 
over is sacrificed for us : therefore let us keep 
the feast not with old leaven, neither with 
the leaven of malice and wickedness; but 
with the unleavened bread of sincerity and 
truth." (1 Cor. v. 7, 8.) 
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This jreai, the Jewish and the Cbrialiaa 
tiinei for celfbrating the feait of ihe pasioveF 
nearly coincide; and the cdincidencE ought 
U> remind us both of that happy period, when 
all Ihe children of man, to long divided, shall 
again be united into one great, holy, and 
happy family ; all rejoicing in the mercy and 
faTOur -of Iheir Heavenly Father, and all 
loving each other in linceiity and truth. To 
thai period we look forward, and even now we 
use our humble endeamura to accelerate its 
approach. Yea, oneafthereaions.nhy ween- I 
deavour lo lead Israel to a rejection of the oral 
lav, ig because we firmly believe that it is 
otw of the main hindrances in the wuy of < 
their happiness and that of the naLions of the 
world. We have no wish to rob ynu of any 
one blesshig promised in the Word of Qod. 
We would not deprive you of one hope founded 
upon Qod'a promises. On the conlrary, we 
rejoice to think that notnithstanding all (he 
Tain tradiiioni of the Scriliee and Pbariaees, 
it has pleased God lo keep alive in youi hearts 
the memory of his past mercy, and the hope 
of his future goodness. To the consideration 
of these twopinnts, Ihe law of Moses and your 
appointed prayers lead you at this season, and 
Ibrou^ the mercy of Ood, and the late of 
some of your bretmen, we of Ihe Gentllea have 
been brought Co rejoice in umilar conuderstioiK. 
Let us then endeavour to aatidpate the future, 
and i«joice together even now, omitting on this 
solemn oceasion a epecial discussion of the 
oral law. If Ood's mercy were all past, and 
only a mailer of history, we might and ought 
lo feel grateful for the beneGia bestowed upon 
our falhen : our joy would, however, suffer a 
coDsidetable diminution. But this is not the 
case. In the midst of your grateful acknow. 
ledgmenl for the wonders in Egypt, you can 
mingle a prayer far the future, and say, 

■ D-^Ts tnon KVf> 
" Next year In Jerusalem." 

: m i^TiQijn tmrt litem wi Tnnta 
" O Lonl our Qod, have mercy, we beseech 
thee, upon Israel thy people, and upon Jeru- 
talem thy city, and upon ^ine BltBr,and upon 
thy temple; and build Jerusalem, the holy 
city, speedily, in our days, and bring us up 
into ihe midst of ill and niake us glad thecein." 



I (Ha^adah 8hel Pesach.) And to thb prayer 
we can lay, " Amen" with all our hearts. 
The future restoration and blessedness of Israel 
is one of our fondest expectations ; and whilst 
wecontetnplalelhecircitmslances and the glory 
of, the fiiBl Exodus, the Word of the living 
Ood leads ua (a look forward to that which is 

a ipMO yiNS ■vo 

: show unto him 
Ihe promise hy the 
mouth of Micah' the prophet (c.vii. 10). 

: D^a -p-nr d-Vtj nwnA irram inn craa -mn 
"n»Q iimto "Kw imt 1OT -vch rhoa nn-m 
! D-isa fwo wAb cvi Wmrt nrm 
" And the Lord shall utterly destroy ihe 
tongue of the Egyptian sea, and with his 
mighty wind shall he shake his hand over lh« 
liver, and shall smite it in Ihe seven streams, 
and shall make men go over dry shod. And 
Cheie shall be a highway for the remnant of 
his people, which shall be left from Assyria : 
like as il was to Israel in the day that he came 
up out of the land of Egypt," Is the declara. 
tion of the prophet Isaiah (xL 15, 16). Seeing 
that neither of Ihese declarations was fullilled 
at the return from Babylon nor al any period 
lince, we firmly believe that they shall be ful. 
filled in the lime lo come, and thai therefore 
the compilers of the Haggadah were fuliy 
warranted in intermingling, with their psssover 
thankigivings, a prayer for the fulfilment of 
the promised mercies ; and we do not scmple 
to Bay that in this respect, the Jewish rabbies 
have been right, whilst many Christian inter, 
prelers have been wrong ; though ihey might 
have known and given a true eEplanation of 
all similar passages, if ihey had only followed 
the plain words of their master Jesus of Nb< 
soreih, " Think not that I am come to destroy 
the law or the prophcls." (Malt, v, 17) We 
make Ibis remark lo show that we do not con. 
demn the cabbies inconsiderately ; but that 
we are willing to do them all justice, where 
their opinions agree wiih the Word of Uod. 
Their eapectalion of ihe future resloiation of 
Israel is well founded, and their faith in the 
I promises relating to it worthy of all iniilalion. 
Oh, that the whole nation had more of it— 
that their liearls were mra^ directed to the land 



of Iheir forefatbere — that their thoughlB were 
more full at ihc divine piOmiseg. Then the; 
would en mote eamestly Co Ood, and He 
would " neat that groaning, and remembet 
hi* covenant with Ahtaham, Isaac, and Jacob," 
as he did at the deliverance from Egypt. The 
careless and the ungodly deceiva themsclvca 
with the idea, that when God's time como, 
the deliverance will take place wLihout any 
endeavour of llieitt. Let them read the law 
of Moses, and they will find that though God 
had promised to briog their fathers out of 
Egypl, the deliverance iiaelf was ptecided by 
a time of prayei and ayiog unto God. To 
Abraham He had said, 
cn-nsn crt «S ipm -prn rrn" tj n s-in ijit 
•a'w ■vyy ■vm •• ■ ■ raw rwa m« am* vm 

" Know of a gutety that thy seed shall be a 
stranger in a land that is not thcitB, and shall 
wtvelhem; and they shall afflict them four 
hundred years. .... Butinihe fourth gene- 
ration ibey shall come hither again, &c." 
(Gen. XV. 13, 16.) But this promise was no 
warrant for their remaining catcless, and at 
ease; it was on theconUary a basis for earnEst 
prayer and supplication, and s plea lor mercy. 
And, therefore, when the time drew near, 

onjMin ^m ipwi rrarrr p Wis" 11 iraH'i 

i rniprt p □•nWr 'at 
" And the ehililicn of iBiael sighed by reason 
of the bondage, and they cried, and dieir cry 
Came up unto God, by reason of the bondage." 
And Qod himself gives this as one reason why 
He came to deliver them. 

1 "^ rnu itrvif 'ja rpja mn nrwi 

" Now, therefore, behold the cry of ihe chil- 
dren of Israel is come unio me." Exod. iii. 
fl.) Here, then, all Israelites who desire ihe 
fulfilment of God's promites should learn that 
stale of mind, which is ■ pre-requisite to [he 
inlerposilion of their great deliverer. Israel 
can no more be deliveied now than of old, 
unless they earnestly desire deliverance. To 
what purpose should He deliver and' restore 
those, who caie nothing about the land of iheir 
fotefatliers, nor about the glory of the nation 
— who say, We are very comfortable and 
t happy here, and all we desire is to be like the 
other nations (cin rrm) — what good would 
it do to us to return to the land of Israel P 
God's promises are ijot to such groveling 
and unbelieving spirits. Along with his pro- 
mise uf mercy, he gives a command for con- 
tinual supplication. 
li "OT i3nn ^ 1 TO^ -OT ^ nw tv o'-raiwi 

" Ye that make mmtion of the Lord, keep 
not silence, and give him no rest, till he estab- 
lisli, and till he make Jetugalem a praise in 



cattli." Crsaiah, biii. 6. 1.) And in 
Ezekiel, aftet the declaration, " This land 
was desolate is become like the garden of 
I ; and the waste, and desolate and ruined 
, are become fenced, and are inhabited," 
Sec., he adds— 

^c iT3^ iBTTN fim "TW itirr •iin low na 

" Thus sailh the Lord God, I will yet for 
[his be inquired of by the house of Israel, 10 
do it for ihem." (Ezek. ixxvL 37- ) Upon 
which Kashi remarks — 

! nm Sr 'nw uvrriii 'nVura crt nnorw 

"1 will bemade favourable to them through 
iheir prayer, when Ihey seek me with regard 
10 this." Hence prayer is commanded; in 
Hosea we ate told, that without ptayer deU- 
vetanceis impossible 

i ':b lepai mtotf -tow is -atpa bn rniou -jh« 
^' I will go and tetutn to my place, till they 
acknowledge their offence, and seek my face," 
(Hosea v. 15.) Let Ihe childten of Israel 
return then, and seek the Lord their God, 
and David iheir King, then they thai! feat 
the Lord and His goodness in t^e liiier days. 
(Hosea, iii. 5.) 

In the ctuisideraiion of the deliveraDce from 
E^ypt there is, however, one circumstance 
which should teach the Israelites to rejoice 
with trembling, and that is, that the majority 
of those, Bho went forth from Egypt, never 
entered the land of Israel, but died in (he 
wilderness on account of iheit sin and un. 
belief. That which has happened, may 
happen ^ain. Israel tnigbt be delivered 
again from the lands of their dispersion, and 
be led forth with a mighty hand, and out- 
stretched arm, and wilh great signs and wanders, 
and yet after all die in their sins. Indeed, it 
is not metely a legitimate deduction from ihe 
past, but an express ptophecy of Ihe future. 
"Asl live, saiih the Lotd God, surely wiih 
a mighty hand, and with a stretched out ann, 
and vuh fuiy poured out, will I rule ovet 
you ; and I will bring you oul &om the peo. 
pie, and will gather you out of the countries 
wherein ye are scalteted, wiih a mighty hand, 
and with a stretched out arm, and with fury 
poured oul> And I will bring you into the 
wiidemess of the people, and there will I 
plead with you face to face. Like as I pleaded 
with yout fathers in the wilderness of the land 
of Egypi, so will I'plead with you, saith the 
Lord God. And I will cause you to pass 
under the tod, and I will bring you into the 
bond of the covenant." 
nmiJD futa 'i o-JiniBm t^'TTion dm wai 

" And I will purge out from among you the 
rebels, and them that transgress against nje ; 
I will bring them fintb tttno lEe counlry 
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where Ihey tojourn, snd thejr ihall not enlcr 
intotbelindaf larad." (Eiek. ix. 33— 3a.) 
Here Ihen we see, whether we considet the 
put or the future, that > mere temporal deli- 
Temnce is not iiufGcient — that Qod's greiteat 
tempornl blessings, and even his might; signs 
and wonders, may leave us in the more dread- 
ful ftnd falal captivity of sin. Surely if a < 
mimculous deliverance could deliver the soul, 
those ihat ssw the miracles in Egypt, and I 
eiperienced the Lord's mercy in iheir pre- I 
fleriation from the destrojing sngel, and in 
thepassageihtough the Red Bea, ough [ to have 
been perfect in bolinesa. Yet we Rnd, after 
all that they saw and heard, that they were a 
disobedieni and faithless generation, and ihal 
they perished in the wilderaeBS. The hiaiory, 
then, of this great deliverance reminds U8 in 
the moat forcible manner of the bondage of 
din, and the nece^iiy of a more noble and ' 
gracious emancipalian. Israel was in bondage 
111 Egypt, and the Lord had compassion and 
delivered them. AU mankind, Jews and Gen- 
tiles, are bom slaves (0 sin, and dreadful is the 
misery which they have suffered, and hopeless 
ihe prospect for the future, unless Ood have 
provided a way of escape. Now is il likely 
thai that God who had compassion on the 
Israelites in their temporal afHtction, should 
look, unmoved and unpitying, upon the lem- 

Cal and spiritual wretchedness of the whole 
nan race p Is It conceivable Ihat those 
gracious ear*, which beard the cries of Israel 
in Egypt, should be deaf lo tbe groans and 
lamentations of all the sons of men ? Is it 
consistent with die Bible-character of God to 
provide B remedy for (emporal sorrow, and yet 
furnish no means of delivefarvce from ever. ■ 
lasting woe ? Is it like our Heavenly Father I 
to stretch out his hand to save a few of his | 
diildren from Egypt, and yet leave (he great 
majority to petisb in ignorance and «n 7 
Blessed be God, who, in his great mercy, sent 
Jews 10 out fotefathera lo tell us of the blood 
of another and greater passover, whicb cao: 
{■reserve Gentiles as well as Jews fiMm the 

" Messiah, our paSEOVer, is sacrificed for us ;" 
and therefore we too kesp the feast, and join 
inahe hymn of thanksgiving, •' Blessed be 
Ihe Lord God of Israel, for He hnth visited 
and redeemed his people." You remember (be 
paschal lamb of Egypt. Wecan say — 

i ci'nifn to nunn nu wnnjri ovfs* rrw mn 

*' Behold the lamb ofOod that takelh away 

the sin of the world." You remember the 

Htrinkling of blood (hat delivered your fothets 

Bom (emporal death. Vf e rejoiix because, 



days before the passover, it was necessaiT to 
select a lamb without spot and without 
blemish. We think of the Irue Paschal Lamb, 
ilie Messiah, how, fouT days before the great 
sacrifice, he came up to Jenisalem, and was 
examined before the tribunali, and declared 
to be without sin. Pilate's testimony was, 
" Ye have brought this man unto me, as one 
that perverteth the people ; and behold I, 
having examined him before you, have found 
HO fault in this man touching those thing* 
whereof ye accuse him ; no, nor yet Herod : 
ind Id nothing worthy 
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It is evident that the Paalmiai here b not 
speaking of the sacrifices of the temple, fot 
immediately after we read — 
TTfw ci'n^ -p rrWHi Wia^ rrMim >ob ttkhb 
mS ; Ton 'lai Tfi^^^ jryv -pii ■» «^ : -aw 

" Hear O my people, and I will speak ; O 
Israel, and I will testify against thee ; I am 
God, even ihy God. I will not reprove thee 
for thy sacrifices or thy burnt- offifrings, to 
have been cnnlinually before me. 1 will take 
no bullock out of thy house, nor he-goats 
out of thy folds." Here God plainly excepts 
the offerings of bulla and goals, and thereby 
overdirows the exposition of Rashi and 
others, who say that the covenant and aacri. 
fiee here alluded to are the Bame as those 
described at the giving of the law, when 
Moses said, " Behold the blood of the cove- 
nant," &c (Exod-xTiv. 8.) The sacrifices 
then offered were " bumt.offeiings and peace, 
offerings of oxen," which God here declares 
that he will not accept. Betides, God is nol 
speaking if many sacrifices, but of one sacri- 
fice mt •^. He Is moreover speaking of ooe 
great sacrifice, by virtue of which sinful men 
may stand before him as saints at the great 
day of judgment, and obtain mercy. This 
certainly cannot mean the sacrifices oF the 
I Mosaic covetuuit at Sinai, for by reason of 



" Wliich mjr cov«Q»nt they brake." (Jet. 
xxxi. 32.) At that golemo hour tbe Moasii: 
covenant will only coodemn, and thercfoM 
canDOt be meant here. Indeed the rabbiec 
appear la have fell the untenablenesB of tfaii 
exposition, and Iherefore itiTeDlcd anothci 

" There ie nlso an allegoiical interpretation 
Teferring it to the covenant of circumcision, 
which hrael has raithfully adhered to la the 
captivity." (Eimchi in. loc) But this ex- 
position ia aa unfounded as the former. Cir. 
cumduon is never called a sacrifice in Scrip- 
ture. Neither will it serve a man in the day 
of judgment. What then ■■ the sacrifice 
which is here intended ? We answer, the true 
pH&sDver, the blood of the Meiaiah, whereby 
the new covenant is ratified. Some object 
that the shedding of blooit is altogether un- 
necessary— that if Ood aill forgive at all. he 
can forgive without atonement or sacrifice. 
But this objection will equally affect the 
ssciifice of the first passover. On the very 
same grounds, we may say, What necessity 
was there for killing a lamb, and sprinkling 
its blood upon the door-posll ? The direc- 
tion* given by Moseq are very striking — 
" Kill ihe pasBOver. And ye shall take a 
bunch of hyssop, and dip it in the blood that 
is in ihe bason, and stiilie the lintel and the 
two side-posts with the blood ihac is in the 
bason ; and none of you shall go out.ct the 
door of his house until the morning. For Ae 
Load will pass through lo smiie ^e Egyp- 
tians ; and when he secih ihe blood upon the 
lintel, and on the Iwo side-posts, the Lord 
will pass over the door, and wiil not suffer 
llie destroyer to come into your houses to 
smite you." (Exod. xii. 21—23.) Surely 
the blood was not necessary to m^ known 
to him which house belonged lo an Israelite. 
He could have saved them as well without 
the blood SB with it. Why then destroy the 
life of a lamb, and give them all this trouble ? 
Suppose that an Israelite had thus argued at 
that time, had refused to kill the paasover, 
or having killed it, had neglected to sprinkle 
the blood, or having done both, was not con- 
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It of the paasover is wanting. The latnb 
QoC be slain. And even if it could be, if 
you had again a temple and a high-priest, 
' all Ihe service of the sanctuary, still the 
saoifice of the posaover would only be a me- 
morial of mercies long since gone by. It 

when you had slain it, and eaten of it, the 
question would still rwiain. How am I ■ 
sinner to appear in the presence of the 
righteous Judge p 

Tbt first part of this paper will have 
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hope for etemiiy, wish to 
own hopes for time. No, we wish you every 
blessing which Ood has promised by the 
mouth of Moses and the prophets, and can 
afieclionately join in the winds — 

If it should please God to spare us all to sec 
the re-union of all the families of the earth, 
we should rejoice to unite with others in ac- 
knowledging " that ye are the seed whom (he 
Lord has blessed." Hut we should rejoice a 
thousandfold more to meet you in thehcavenlr 
Jerusalem, and to mingle our voices with 
youts in singing, 

" Worthy is the Lamb that was sltdn to 
receive power, and riches, ar>d wisdom, and 
strength, and honout, and gliHy, and bles- 
aing." Amen. 
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The feast of the passover, ordained as a 
memorial of past mercies, has at the same 
time served to remind us of another deliverance 
necessary both for Jew and Gentile, and also 
of a happy time when ^^ there shall be one 
fold and one shepherd** — '^ One Lord and 
His name One.** But the blessed anticipations 
of the future cannot, and ought not, with- 
draw our thoughts from the reality of the pre. 
sent That happy time is not yet come. Jews 
and Christians are not yet agreed as to the 
articles of faith ; and this feast of the passover 
especially directs our attention to the cause 
and origin of the difference. At this solemn 
season of the year, Jesus of Nazareth was con- 
demned by the Scribes and Pharisees, and by 
them delivered to the Roman power to be 
executed as a malefactor. One portion of the 
Jewish nation, and that the majority, con- 
curred in the judgment of the rulers. Another 
portion, at first small, but ultimately consi- 
derable in number and station, arraigned the 
justice of the sentence, and professed their 
faith in His M essiahship. The question be- 
tween Jews and Christians at present is, which 
of these two portions of the Jewish nation was 
in the right In these papers we have taken 
up this simple position, that the religious sys- 
tem of those who rejected Jesus of Nazareth 
is contrary to the law and the prophets, and 
u therefore false ; whilst the doctrines of Him, 
that was rejected, are in conformity with those 
writings, and must therefore be true. When 
we say tliat the rabbinical system is false, we 
do not mean that the Pharisees held no truth. 
On the contrary, we showed in our last number 
that some of their expectations were agreeable 
to the Word of God, and therefore true. All 
we intend is, that the peculiarities of Rabbinism 
of which the system is composed are erroneous. 
The laws relating to the present festival fur- 
nish us with abundant proof of our assertion. 
The divine commands relating to it exhibit the 
care, consideration, and condescension of God 
in providing an opportunity of instruction, a 
time of relaxation, and a season of joy for the 
poor as well as the rich. The rabbinical laws, 
on the other hand, are burdensome, oppressive, 
and hurtful, especially to the poor and un- 
learned. 

We take our first proof from one of the laws 
relating to the TWX2 WW " The four cups'*— 
God has given a simple command to Israel to 
make known to their children the reasons for 



the feast. ')3t "pib mam *^ And thou shalt 
declare unto thy son in that day, saying, This 
is done because of that which the Lord did 
unto me, when I came forth out of Egypt** 
(Exod. xiii. 8.) In order to fulfil this com- 
mand a sort of liturgy has been composed, 
much of which is solemn and beautiful ; and 
a ceremonial appointed, of which one ordinance 
is, that there should be four cups or glasses of 
wine. 

: Dno ^b pnmQ p< ]« btt> mnna ww mn nWi 
" All persons, whether men or women, art 
obligated on this night to drink four cups (or 
glasses) of wine, and this number is not to be 
diminished.** (Hilchoth Chometz, c vii.) As 
to the ceremony of the four cups, the circum- 
stances connected with them evidently show 
that they are not for the purpose of revelry, 
but part of a solemn religious observance. 

ro"Q r^ ya'Q ibbn moia yn'vra rray did b 
DID • Dvn ^-rp y^ iqim ]itt?hn didi • rTO2» »3Da 
vb^ TOO 'ttr'w DID • mym rw i^ vmp *3W 
JQO") iynm rw v^ loia ^n did • ^tidh ro'ia 

" Over each of these four cups a benediction 
is to be pronounced. Over the first cup is said 
the consecration of the day. Over the second 
cup the Haggadah is read. Over the third 
cup the benediction for food is pronounced. 
And over the fourth the Hallel is completed, 
and the benediction for the song pronounced." 
(Ibid.) With a solemn religious ordinance it 
is not for us to find fault On the contrary, 
in these and their other prayers, we earnestly 
wish the Jews the blessing of God, and the 
spirit of grace and supplication. But when we 
find this human institution imposed as a burden 
upon the conscience, and the observance of it 
exacted from those who have not the means of 
gaining their daily bread, we must protest 
against it as harsh and oppressive. Now in 
the oral law this requirement is made. 
lb inmr M*n no«i ]33-nN iny f ' ib pw na 
ni3Jo u^b lb tw rro 'laob 'nrn Tra yn-wo 
vh TTw ma o^p uiw non br 'idd* vtn '^dot 

»< Whosoever has not got wine transgresses 
a command of the rabbin, for they have said, 
that there is to be no diminution from the four 
cups. And it is necessary to sell what he has 
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in order to keq> the command of the wise men. 
He is not to depend upon the bread, for if he 
fulfil the command concerning one cup, he has 
not fulfilled that respecting the three. There- 
fore let him sell what he has, and furnish the 
expense, until he procure wine or raisins.'* 
(Arbah Tur. Orach Chaiim, 483.) It may be 
replied, that the congregation furnishes those 
who have not the means. But what is to be- 
come of those who have displeased the dis- 
pensers of the congregation's bounty, or what 
is a Jew to do^ who is living alone in the 
midst of Gentiles, as is frequently the case, 
particularly in this country ? If he be a con- 
scientious Rabbinist he must either grieve his 
conscience by transgression, or sell what he 
may not be well able to spare. The same may 
also be said of the unleavened cakes. The 
rabbles have given so many directions about the 
lawful mode of preparing them, as to make it 
almost impossible for a Jew, living at a distance 
from a congregation, to keep the command, 
and to keep the poor in a state of perpetual 
bondage to the sjmagogue, if they wish to be 
supplied by the bounty of the congregation. 

But this utter want of consideration for the 
poor is more strikingly displayed in the insti. 
tution and exaction of a second holiday where 
God has required the observance of only one, 
as the rabbies themselves acknowledge in the 
following passage : — 

riDNbo rrtjyi mron pOMtj iWr nn^ rroyo 
niDiorr an VttJ 'm ptjtni noD VttJ >n«n ptt»n pD 

fan p"iD« pD rrw pa nrr^nttn 'd^ito d^d' 
'«D« n^DM "pis!? W7T0 'DufoD yin ?Tna3? n^Mfe 

: '^'y\ «jD3 tab taM» -itfM i« 
*' These are the six days on which the 
Scripture has forbidden the doing of work. 
The first and seventh day of passover : the 
first and eighth day of the feast of taber- 
nacles : the day of the feast of weeks and the 
first day of the seventh month ; and these 
days are called holy days. The sabbatism of 
all is alike ; it is unlawful on ^em to do any 
manner of work, excepting that which is ne- 
cessary for the preparation of food, as it is 
said, * Save that which every man must eat.' 
(Exod. xii 16.)" (Hilchoth Jom Tov. c i. 1.) 
Here is an express recognition of what God 
has comnoanded. And yet the Scribes were 
not content with this oidinance of God, but 
have appointed the observance of a second day 
on all these occasions, and have annexed the 
sentence of excommunication to any trans- 
gression of their command. 

TIDM JWkTQ niDM© TTO fe WD' *3tt> VWffO laWI 

H3T1S Win DW1 • 11 Wnom ^h r^ paoi • '>wi oa 

" To us, who observe two days, every thing 
that is forbidden on the first day, is also for- 
bidden on the second day ; and whosoever 



makes light of it, is to be excommunicated. 
But if he be an acute Talmudist the excom- 
munication is not to be severe, only he is to be 
beaten. (Orach Chaiim, 496.) In the Yad 
Hachasakah we find the same severity, and 
the same exception. 

tn to DnenD nno Ninttj »d ^ rjM ''zxo ym dv 
''W 31IQ DV bVnon tei • >3«n nicw pD>rQ 'votw 
miXD Di«o vnrvcD "qti p rrwn ««n btt> ib^BMi 
TOD vn« pD u\nrb yin t«^ p n^wfea p 
: unrhnn p rrrr vh dm irvw pan "w nmo 
^* Although the second holy day is only of 
the words of the Scribes, every thing that is 
forbidden on the first day, is forbidden on it 
also. And every one who professes the second 
holy day, even that of the new year, whether 
it be in a matter relating to the sabbatism, or 
by work, or by going beyond the Sabbath 
limit, is to receive the beating denounced 
against rebellion, or to be excommunicated, 
unless he be a learned man." (Hilchoth 
Jom Tov. c L 24.) The hardship, oppres- 
sion, and severity of this ordinance are appa- 
rent at first sight, and are severely felt by 
many a poor Jew in this city, who hardly 
knows how to get bread for himself and hu 
children. In every case it robs him in one 
week of two days, on which God has allowed 
him to work, and to ^deavour to gain a live- 
lihood. But if the first day of a festival 
happen on a Thursday, then that day, Friday, 
and Saturday, he dare not do any thmgto earn 
the means of subsistence for his family. Sun- 
day is the Christian Sabbath, so that in one 
week four successive days are lost, and in 
the following week four more. What, then, 
is the poor man to do ? If he does not work, 
his children may starve ; if he makes use of 
the time allowed him by his merciful God, 
and pursues his daily occupations, he trans- 
gresses a command of unmerciful men, and 
renders himself obnoxious to his more bigoted 
brethren. True that they cannot now beat 
him with the stripes awarded to the rebellious, 
and that they would hardly dare, in the pre- 
sent state of things, to excommunicate him ; 
yet there are other ways and means of perse- 
cution more secret, but equally sure. But 
whatever be the present circumstances, the 
cruel and oppressive spirit of the oral law 
remains the same. If die Rabbinists had the 
power, they would soon proceed to excom- 
municate and flog all the profaoers of the 
second holy day. We app^ then, to the 
conmion sense of every Jew, and ask him, 
what right have men to rob the poor of that 
time which God hath given them ? or to 
sentence a man who only goes to get bread 
for his children, and in so doing transgresses 
none of God's commandments, to excommu- 
nication or floggine, especially to that severe 
species of flogging here specified ? 

The flogging here spoken of is called roo 
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nrno <« the flogging of rebellioii," and i9 
altogether different from that merciful punish- 
ment prescribed in the kw. God says, '* And 
it shall be, if the wicked man be worthy to be 
beaten, that the judge shall cause him to lie 
down, and to be beaten before his face, accord- 
ing to his fault, by a certain number. Forty 
stripes he may give him, and not exceed; 
lest, if he should exceed, and beat him above 
these with many stripes, then thy brother 
should seem vile to thee." (Deut. xxv. 2, 3.) 
Here, as everywhere else, in the midst of 
judgment, Ood remembers mercy. The rab- 
bies, never satisfied unless they can add to, or 
diminish from God's commandments, have 
reduced the number to thirty-nine, lest they 
should make any mistake. But to compen- 
sate for this diminution, they have invented 
** the flogging of rebellion," which is without 
number and without mercy, as may be seen 
from the following explanation of the Baal 
Aruch : — 

TW9 roiD Ttw ^b iqm\d nw mso ^ iiijw ^ 
vfn Tfofm Msn© t^ wim pD rw\:^ ^yvr^ nViV 
xjnxm nai Vr nawo na pvnttrniDD roo vhl^ irm 
noVi "TOiM vhy\ po vhyy 'ddo «bn vtim po 
nanai rmn naia yycm mno hdd "^mim pip 

(« Whosoever transgresses an affirmative 
commandment, for instance, he was com- 
manded to make a tabemade, or a lulav, and 
did not, he is to be beaten until his soul go 
out, without any consideration of his strength, 
and without dividing the flogging into three. 
And, in like manner, whosoever transgresses 
the words of the wise men, he is to be beaten 
without number, and without consideration. 
Why is this called the flogging of rebel- 
lion ? Because he has rebdled against the 
words of the law and against the words of 
the Scribes." (Baal Aruch, in voc.) This, 
then, is the punishment denounced against 
those who try to get bread for their children 
on the second holy day ; a punishment in- 
vented by the rabbies themselves, not against 
the immoral or the irreligious, but against the 
transgressors of their own commandments. 
"What could have been the spirit, the temper, 
the religious feeling of such men ? Had they 
any perception of the merciful character of the 
law, or any resemblance to the compassionate 
nature of me God of Israel? Can you put 
any confidence in the religious instruction of 
those who would excommunicate or flog a 
fellow-creature to death because he obeyed the 
instincts of nature, because he could not stay 
at home and listen to the cries of his famishing 
children, but went forth to procure them food 
in the manner and on the djiy which God had 
permitted him to do so ? These are the men 
who condenmed Jesus of Nazareth to death, 
and this is the religion of the oral law, which 
you prefer to the mild and merciful doctrines 



of Christianity. If Rabbinism had continued 
in its power, you would have been exposed to 
all the severity of this intolerance. The 
triumph of Christianity has, in this respect, 
also been a blessing to the Jewish nation, and 
the power of the followers of Jesus of Naza- 
reth protects you flrom excommunication and 
corporal chastisement 

The cruelty and hardship of the imposition 
of a second holy day, with such a punishment 
annexed, appears not only from we circum- 
stance of its being altogether a human hi- 
stitution, but further, that the original object 
of its institution has long since ceased. The 
Scribes appointed the observance of two days 
at a time, when the feast-days were fixed by 
the appearance of the moon, lest those at a 
distance from Jerusalem should keep a wrong 
day, but now that they are fixed by calculation, 
this is altogether unnecessary. 

btrnr yT« VttJ p myi pimo dw ]*m«5 rrtn pn 
ma\pan ten rrro yr^ p rm m r\ycan •» fwip 
nyimtj nim|nn niDipon ''D« ti?i '« td"> p?i» 
pup poTD 'Tw p«n "» terro ^'« '3i id3 f^ 
I DTi«j DrrmaM anaoi rxnrro wn 'nDDn ropn teM 
" In the present time, when there is no San- 
hedrin, nor house of judgment in the land of 
Israel, the feasts are fixed by calculation, and 
therefore all places, even those that are remote 
from the land of Israel, ought properly to 
observe only one day as a holy day, as well as 
the inhabitants of that country, for all depend 
on and fix the feast by one and the same cal- 
culation ; but it is an ordinance of the wise 
men to adhere diligently to the custom of their 
forefathers. " ( H ilchoth Kiddush Hachodesh, 
c. V. 6.) There is, therefore, no excuse for 
this buiden imposed upon the poor, and much 
less for the cruel punishments, denounced 
against those who cease to observe what is 
confessedly an useless custom. How differ- 
ent is the doctrine of Christianity with respect 
to such days. No excommunication, no flog- 
ging, no imposing of burdens upon the con- 
sciences of our brethren. The New Testa- 
ment condemns even all rash judgment in 
such matters. It says, " Who art thou, that 
judgeth another man^s servant ? To his own 
master he standeth or falleth. Yea he shall 
be holden up, for God is able to make him 
stand. One man esteemeth one day above 
another; another esteemeth every day alike. 
Let every man be fully persuaded in his own 
mind. He that r^rdeth the day, regardeth 
it to the Lord ; and he that regardeth not the 
day, to the Lord he doth not r^rd it. He 
that eateth, eateth to the Lord, tor he giveth 
God thanks ; and he that eateth not, to the 
Lord he eateth not, and giveth God thanks. 
For none of us tiveth to himself, and no man 
dieth to himself. For whether we live, we 
live unto the Lord, and whether we die, wo 
die unto the Lord ; whether we live, therefore, 
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m die, we an tha Lcsd's." (Rooi. xlv. Thia law e^clDally ii» up the baaii of the 

8 8.) Hen ia the spirit of loTe and mercT, | pdOi rabbioiiL He not only daie not punue 

and theterore the apiril of Ood. How ia It, hia ttade, but he dare not make any domcaiic 
then, that Jeaui and hia diadplcs were able to | airangemeat, that might promole order In hla 
ovemune the prqiidlcei of ihdi times, and to j hww, or conduce to lila comfort. He muat 
■tein the torrent of authority and learning, not write a letter to hia fiienda, tior even eidn- 
wfaich wa> altogether in favour of the opposite | guiah a fiie, though it be to aavehia property, 
opinions ? How ia it, if they were impostora -viDM -pis i^ sra an msan rrtwro t) to TO 
and deeeivera, that they have left a tolerant | ,,^^ . -f^^^ —^i, msain iVtw wn rw rnn'i 
and merciful system, whilai the Scribes f^ , p„ p^a rwD omi ■ to rVKw tus u pn TBufm 
Pharbjees, who, acco.^g to that »upp^tu.n, ,^ ^ ';^ n^ n.p Tiin fw ran p. -p Wtt 

wore the true servanta of Ood, have left » re. u, J^_ . ..i. . . _„ „- J „ , . , . L, ,„ 

liirion of oppresrionuid cruelly? " Ye shall \V^ Txt -^jJifm m p^n pt tm w 
know them by their fruits. Do men gather ■ "^'^ ™"a bS» rata pim IWpn aia di>1 
grapes of thoma, or figi of thUdea ? E«o so " Although U has been pronounced lawful 
e»eiy good tree bringeth forth good fruit, and " kindle fire on the holy day, even where 
every evU tree bringeth forth eril fruit. A ] "Ot abiolutely neceawy, yet it ia unUwful to 
good tree cannot bring forth eiU fruit, neitba ' extinguish fire, even though it had been 
nn a corrupt tree bring forth good fruit." kindled for the preparation of foods for the 
(Matt, vii. Ifi— la) This i« certainly irue in '■ extinguishing of fire is work, and lanotataQ 
naluie. Now the PhariBeea have brought [lecewaty lor the dressing of food. And as 
forth evil fruit, Jesus of Naiareth and hia dis- ^t ia not to be exlinguiahed, so neither la a 
Wha: (sndie to be extinguished, and whoaoever ez< 
linpuiihEi ia to be flogged, juat as he that 
:a or builda. .... Fire is not to be 

^ o'nd holy diyTwe have extinguished in order to save properly on a 

yet to conaidet Itie details of the command, holy day, no mote than on the Sabbath. On 
ment, which will^how atiU more cleaily that the contrary, one lets it bum and goes away." 
" The Scribea and Phaiiaees bind heavy bur- (Ihid. c. iv, 2, 4.) In the Arbah Tnrira this 
dens, and grievous to be born, and Uy them , law ia laid down with aiill more predsion. 
on other men's shoulders." (Malt. xxiiL 4. ) irra n« mm I'i'EW B"^ np^ V n f"i3i ira* 
They are, aa usual, most exact in defining i dtto -JDQ rma □« p raTJan mrj'! TiDH 'mOM) 
what is and is not work. They say, I ■ rrrm ironn «^ rnro DM M rpinn (Am rrte 

w ™«to') TOi-i Mi™ omi p ra-ra -fliaw) ta I pa im ^a pwvo nWrt \'> Twarro Mpvn 
Kin nn miD urm tmm p Ttttte '""(«□, ™ cat ijjj, .y^ TO is raw-i m mio rtjTcnw 
trjm *:« pis rm p c» uSh 3-ra nra -ton t^t^ fmpn ^g^^^ ^jj^, jA dni ttb w i^ 
WTO103 aiTDDi's □'TmoDTOn'Tri w ■ rn^ ' , jmp, p,j,n[»^ .la nnoa^ 

itetebTCw mm itate^iintffl bav i^ ni^Vn; , ., ^ ,, „„i,,f„j ,„ ^^ i^ a„ ^ ^ 
inuM) W fn KSl-31 rfrOH -pi3^ win :iB dtj holy day, even though a man should aee his 
! lie ci-a ima mr: houae homing. It ia unlawful to exdi^iah 
" Every thing that is unlawful on the Sab- apUt wood, either for the sake of aaviiw it 
bath, either bcoiuse it hai the appearance pi' from being burned, or to keep a pot Rom 
work, or because it leads to work, or on ac- being smoketl, that is to say, if he can keep 
count of aabbatising, is unlawCiil on a holy it from being smoked without extlnguishmg 
day, unless it be necessary for the jireparation the fire, as by removing it from one fire to 
of food, and the like, or such things aa arc , another. But if he has not got another flta, 
allowed on the holy day, as will be explained ; and if the pot must be smoked unleaa be 
in these coosiitutions. And every thing that i extinguish it, then (he extinguishing is law- 
It ia unlawful to move on the Sabbath, ia alao . till, that the pot may not be amoked." (Oraeh 
nnlawful to be moved on the holy day, un- | Chalim, 614.) Now we put it to the common 
jesi it be neeetsary for food : and every thing i sense a( every Jew, whether in these law* 
that ts lawful on the Sabbath is lawful on a I there be jualice, mercy, and religion, c 
hdy day." (Uilchoth Jom. Tov., c 1. IT-) ' ship, in consideration, and al " ~ 
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Thk onl Isw lap, ai we mw in our liat, 
(bat,ODk)iol;d*y, itiiuDUviy tocxtiiuuiili 
> Bk id order to utc r mui'i bouie and pro. 
pert;, but ttut it ii Uwfiil, on ilie ume daf . 
to do the Tcrj ume ihiog to keep ■ pol of 
eookerj from beiiig amoked. Tbu (eaieaa 
may periupt ■ppetr wise and pious to IhoH 
(rho have got mora bousea ihwi one, or Ihf 
meaiM of pracuring Oiem ; but with reipccl to 
llie poor Hum, wbo in guch a case losei hia all, 
and muat nee bia fauiil; left wilboiit a looh' 
onx ihsir heada or a bed to lie OD, thii ded- 
aioD ia aa cruel a* it ii aeiueleaa. There is, 
bowerer, a tynuiDT more dreadful than thai 
whUi aActa aoly the temporal condition of 
tDcn. The apiritual despotiam, which burderu. 
and AUenlbe conadeoce and eniluiea tbe aoul, 
la mote intolerable atilL Under temporal 
loaaea a man'a mind may be eupporied b; i 
Knae of icUgiim ; but when hia religion, by the 
l&akiplidty and rigour, and intricacy of ila re- 
quinowDla, becomea hia larmenioi, man ia 
bercft oTfaia laat consolstjon. The religion of 
Ibe oral law appears lo ui to be of this cha- , 
racter, and ita enactmenti with regard to the 
holy dayi willaerve lojustity thisour opinion. 
We have teen already, that il requires two 
daja' ceaaation froai huiineu, where Ood re. 
quiiea only one, and that the general rule ia, 
What«>cver ia unlawful on the Sabbaih ia un. 
lawfijl on the holy day, with one exception. 
The Scribea, however, were not content with 
ibia, they hare contrived to invent aomelhing, 
whieb, ihough lawful on the Sabbavh, is on 
tbaM daya unlawful. They aay, that there la 
■ certain daaa of things which. If not delibe- 
rately deatined the day before for the uae of 
the holy day, are unlawful. Tothia daaa th^ 
give the name of TTSpn Maktah, wliidi lile- 
laUy aieniSca '* aeparated or eut tS," but 
which, for abortneaa' bake and for want of a 
bena word in English, we ahalt call " un- 
taOMd." 

nspno -non mm ■^tm m ain cwa 'an 
DTt) rxia rata vtioi aia ai^a -nm n a pTOmn ■ 
IB ^W W3' ucffi naiTian n new raaa ipaia 
" There is on the holy ctay one thbg which is . 
Dol found on [be Sabbaih, and that ia, Che | 
Ibifaiddina of the tmdettinei, for ihe undestined 
b anlawml on the holy day, and ia lawful on 
the S^balh. Becauae the holy day is lesa . 
aacred than the Sabbath, ihey torbade the un- ' 
^MIjwdDn tbatday,lealp<aonishouldbeled , 



to make light of it." (HOcbotb Jom. tor. c. i. 

1^ ta rrmri ^'itjwi fiTiui Ti^ tti nunrt 
: rr'jwrt orrtj iiwn j-otd nrntt pTo -w 

" Far inaianoe, a hen that ia kept for the pur* 
pose of haiching cgga, and an ox that is kept 
lor ploughing, pigeona in a pigeon houae, and 
liuiis tint are kept for Bale, all thete and the 
like are undtitiiKd, and it is unlawful to tai 
of them on a holy day, unkaa a man dcatioe 
them on the eve preceding, and form an inten* 
tioQ to eat Ihem." (Ibid.) By ihii law a 
numeniui claaa of thinga ia forbidden, which 
Ood baa no where forbiddoi, and freah cfaaina 
are forgnl fbt the conscii^nce. An unleanied 
man can hardly lell what doea or doe* not bA- 
long to the duia, and if be be in doubt mutt 
titai go 10 the rabbi, before be can eal or make 
use of any thing doubtful ; for this definition 
extends not only to eaiables, hut to other 
things, aa for instance, fuel. Suppose, for ex. 
: ample, tliai a man or a family bad eaten nuta 
or almonda on the eve of (he holy day, ia it 
' lawful orunlawfultobuTntheibellsontbeholy 
I day itself? The Word of God leavea the Jew 
i at perfect liberty to do aa he pleases, but the 
oral law tells him that he may by doing either 
commit a great ain. If he cannot resolve hia 
accuptea in this matter, he mual be content to 
go to the rabbi or aome learned man, and Bub- 
: mit to hia deciaian, and thus every unlearned 
I and devout Jew ia brought into complete cap. 
tivity to the dedaiont of the learned. Another 
very similar law, and tending to the aame 
bondage, ia that which makes any thing, (hat 
Is bom or comes into exulence on tlie holy 
day, unlawful. 

• Tcw -tran -p iva ufi inx nsptum creai 

lie DT )v SjM 3TO D'rtpo.iini rawSpo^ 

TW "Vi ■ am ffrt 'vto raw «S rath po 

1 mat roajn tk» 311a an rrfJutj 

" And as the undeatined ia unlawful on the 
holy day, ao also what Is born is unlawfuL 
On a common day a man may deetine thinga 
for the Sabbath, and also for Ihe holy day. 
But on a holy day thlngamsy not be deatined 
for the Sabbath, nor on Ihe Sabbath for the 
holy day, therefore an egg that la laid on the 
holy day after the Sabbaih ia unlawful." 
(Ibid.) Now not 10 speak of the minute 
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e eaae* whexe it 



IrifliDg oF thia law, there 

may become vet; oppreaali 

by aome meuu an unlswiHil egg ■hould get 

amongit ■ Dumber of lairful e^s, the; would 

all become unlawful. 

"Vem, though It ehould be mixed up amoagaC 
■ ibouund, ihey aie all unlBwful." It is true 
that the rabbles endeavour ut gnsrd agtuoiC 
aueh an accident, by forbidding ibe remoni 
of aucb an egg on the holy daj ; but a Oenliie 
ora child might, through Inadvertentlj putting 
nteh an egg amongat others, produce great in. 
coDTenlence or even Ina, and to lUa the poor 
man muit aubnn^ or bnrden hia umielenGe 
vith a wilflil tran^renion. But tfali law fbi- 
tddding to eat or more whataoent cornea Into 
ezisteDce on the bo^ dar eitanda beyond Ibe 
dan of eatable*. Wood acddendr broken cm 
thli day belotige to this dau, and it ig Oiere. 
fore unlawful to uae it as fuel, or to move it. 
In like manaer, aabes of wood tbat has been 
buml on the holy day, ia ctmaidered as baring 
come into existence, and it i> a ain to r 
it, when once It has cooled. And again, 
flie should go out on (he holy day it is a graie 
□ucstiaD whether the fuel thai remains may be 
kindled ag^n. 

Thus Uie canacience is burdened with de- 
Snitiona of unlawful, but the directions dxiul 
things lawful are quite as numerous and pern 
pleiing. For instance, it is lawfiil to make 
a Bre on a holy day, and la put on Ibe pot fur 

cooting, but an unlearned mano 

commie a sin in the mode of 
therefore, (he Baal Turim tays, 

" When one makes a fire and puts on a ] 
h is neceasary (o be ytrj car^ in the 
rao^g of (he wood, and the mode of setting 
(he pot upon it, so that there should be ik 
resemblance to building, tor Bav Judah hai 
add, every pile of wood begun from the lop te 

.L_L ,._j.., r___ -■iBijottomto the 

12,) Fo 
■y mmuie oirecuona are givei 
Kice of each of these operationt, 
be made in the following 



g^ai^ 



mo Tn ■ 1T03 "p™ ■"• 1121M Q'Sjjn frv 
to IB iTPn Tim iTTtn trtt mm rVnrn^ 

■' He that makes a pile of fire on a ~ 

y, when he ia arranging the wood, la t . . .. 

lay one place upon another, ao as (o make an 

' ' - - ' f ibat looka as if be 



were building ; and although it be an acci- 
' buildinu it is unUwftil. But eithet he 
scatter (he wood in coiiliiuoD, or to ar- 
range them with some larialian. How so l 
He is to lay one piece at the top, and another 
piece under it, and another under that, until 
nhes the RTOuod." (Hilcholh Jom. tOT. 
11.) In like manner the pot is not lo 
be placed upon stones, or whatever else is to 
luppon it, but is to be held up, and (he 
lupport placed under It; and ao with other 
(hinga. The gnat priiichile is, that aome 
difference is to be made between the work 
on (he holy day and on a common day, 
and therefore in the carrying of wine, or wood, 
or other things, they are not to be carried in 
' ket, DOT as usual, but on the ataoulder, or 
me extraordinary way. Now, aa the 
lations of men who had not mudi to do, 
or who diDce to devote the powers that Ood 
had given (hem (o such minudce, iheee things 
bardh appear as harmless; but when im- 
posed aa a burden upon the consdencea of 
olhera, they are utterly unjustifiable. Bui If 
they were tbund in the New Testament, ihn 
would furnish abundant matter fin Jewish wit 
and ridicule. They would naturally say, 
what, is ihia (he religion (bat the Messiah 
came to teach ? Hid he nothing better to do 
than (o look after (he making of fins, and the 
putting on of pots ? But this is not (be rdi- 
^n of Jeiua of Nazareth, norofhlg aposlles. 
There ia nothing simllai in (he New Tesla- 
menL This ia the religion, and these ihe laws 
of (hose who reject him. 

But this system of minute li^islalion has 
aiHXher and a worse consequence ; it leads to 
difficulty, and the difficulty leads lo artifice, 
and thus the mind, instead of being improved 
and benefiled, is actually corrupted by the 
practice of this rabbinical religion. Thus the 
oral law aays, (hat it is unlawful on a holy 
day to eook ftmd for the following day, espe- 
ddly for a common day, but that if any of 
the food remain It Is lawfuL What ia Ibe 
consequence 7 Naturally, that more food ia 
prepared (han is necessary for Ihe holy day, 
because they know (hat this may be eaten ^e 
day after. And ihia is no Ira^iinary deduc- 
tion of OUTS, li ia a case pnHMKinded most 
fully, and allowed by the rabbies. 

roi3 rryvno ii '» i^ laa irnp ttch rrMtoti 
1^ D^ ^ rvan avtv «teo 'nrro nmrr b^m 
rrott nuteo ■ Tin ftrfj t^ -ps vtti "o to 
■ffw ■!»'! «^ TO'is rnvm "E to lyi ro -mn 
nVrai ■ no" new trn Tura mm ncfro pna 

■ rru Kara ta p rrw rofirt uin yis 

"A woman maySIl a pot with meat, though 
she wants only one piece. A cook may fill a 
boiler with water, though he wants only the 
least qoandly. A wotnan may fill an oven 
with bread, though she want only one loaf, 



Ibr when the OTm ii flill, the bvad bakct 
belter. A in>ii ipaf uli a great many jnecm 
of meat at once, allhoagh he teqaire only one 
piece; and to with liaiilu thinn." (Uil. 
dwth JoOi.tOT. ci. 10.) Now thi* It plunly 
an endoD of what li coniideied a dlriiw 
oommand. In lilia nunner tbe oial !■« for- 
bid* tbe preparing of food for GentUee. 

bA mA 1*1 mS oA mw m') vm Imj onto 

** Itli unlawful to bake or to cook on a hob 
day, in ordei to tied Oendln or dogi ; for It 
ia laid, ' That Dnly may be done lot you.' 
(BS01I.IU. 16.) 'For youi'andcot forOen. 
tllea. * For youj'and Dotfoidogt." (Ibid.) 
The principle of tlifa decUion may lead to 
tevetal difficultiea: Gnl, a Jew may have 
OantUe* In his employ and lervice whotn he 
boards, what is he to do then ? Thii diffl. 
cully be may get over in the mannei juil 



wants, then it Is 
of the surplus. Bat suppose a Qcntile and a 
Jew had a beast In piruienhip, and either 
wished to have it slaughteted on the holy day. 
Is il lawful fbi a Jew to tlaughtei it 7 Ac- 
cording to the above dedslon, it would appear 
not, for it il preparing food to feed a OentUe ; 
bnt tbe rabbles have ibund out a reason for 
evading the commuid. 
Tmo Wic 'ra rrsm ij >u) irarro nam 
T«n ms rntia Vowi iffltn 'me aw an Tcnroi 

" A beast which partly lielongi to a Gen- 
tile and partly to an iBaelite, may lawfully be 
slaughloed on a holy day, for it ii imponihle ' 
to eat the sIm of an tdlve of the Ine■^ if it be 
not slaughtered by a Jew." (Ibid.) This, 
' also, i* nothing more nor less than an erailon. 
But now auppose that a Jew finds on a holy 
d^, and after be has eaten bll meala, that a 
bsMt bdonglng to him is likdy to die, and 
that Iherefbre he ii likely (a lose it altogether, 
wbu ishe todo P The oral kw lays il down 
that it Is unlawful (o ilaaghter tor (be follow- 
ing day, and yet if it die without slaughtering. 
It mutt be totally nnlawful to eat. In this 
case thoe Is a saving clause which remoTei 
the dlfflculty, 

on nnw wnw* *w naiDonom "fj nriTrto ^ 
■ta tra moo Sw* 'ryrv Tn" p dk tAt ana 
I ^iwra 'am no ti'^ wmr «^ id ■ av timd 
" He tbMbss a beutnear unto death must 
not slangbta it on a holy day, unless be 
knowslhat hecaneat ofilB fledi the siie of an 
olive, roasted, whilst it is still day, that he 
ma; not slaughter on a holy day what Is to 
be eaten on a common day," (Ibid.) Here 
the evasion is palpable. Tlieman has already 
eaten lila meals, he knowii that il is not for 
tbe holy dsy, thai it is simply to tave him. 



•elf tma low, and y«t the oral Uw obliges 
him to begnillyof decdi,andtoeat aminuu 
particle of It, tlul the appearance may be kept 
up. Jf it were intended merdfully to save 
the poor from loai, why not make It lawful at 
atia, without any such condition 7 Here tbe 
tneicy of the enactment is quite destroyed by 
the encouragemait of deceit. In the same 
way the oral law forbids open, straightfor- 
ward buying and selling on a tioly day, and 
yet prouaibes a method of evasion. 

•^ jn »V»t TTO -vra *i f, rnih ov latf tf? 
t WTB) 7^ pacn pmp TToVi p^ *3n m pn 
" A man must not say to a buldier. Give 
me nteat for so much money, coly, ^vt a 
portion, or half a portion, and on the marrow 
they settle the account •■ to its value." (Ibid. 
c. Iv. 30.) 

'tan w itei >ru Ttsr\ v Ton 'mi trv "pvt 
72^ motpi nrom i3oo npVs^ "f^n* yjm utxn 
rfrt tnn Die -A -mr tiw tren Tt-rv no 

ipo O130 
may go to his accuitomed shop- 
keeper, or shepherd, or graiier, and take ftotn 
him cattle, fowls, and whatsoever he please* i 
only he must not mention to him any money, 
nur any number." (Ibid.) To take any 
thing irom a shopkeeper by weight or mea- 
sure is also forbidden, if It bedoneopenly and 
honestly, but allowed if It be done cuimlngly 
and deceitfully. 

M^ S?Bm w mm nimn too np- w^ pi 
troVi m "to "S »to 'Jisf: iffw mw rnn tm 
wtta* mcft •mrnrt "ta tt^ iVnn ynw ■ft fro 
i ma DO 1^ iw vho trm 
And thus a man must not take any thing 
IVom a ahopkeeper by weight or measure, only 
let him say to the shopkeeper. Fill this vessel 
' ~ and on the moiTaw he gives him tbe 
And even though the veasd should be 

fiart for the purpose of measuring, he 
t, provided that the name of a mea- 
101 mentioned." (Ibid.) In all these 



ing of the rabbles themselves, contrary to the 
Word of God. Those men who would flog 
Ow-creatuiE for not keeping their own 
commandment of a second holy day, make no 
scrapie of deviung and prewillnng a system 
of ^sudulent evasion or Ood's commandi. 
Perhaps some may think that we use loo 
itrong language when we apply the wordi 
[ninnlng and deceit to those derica of the oral 
law, but this language was iDggesled by the oral 
law Itself, which does not scruple to use sbnl- 
lar words, and to pronounce that, in similar 
cases, cunning or deceit is lawfuL 

it pnrei tv rfjsa ta't itoo la rm vw 
icnrrft rvm sm ^tn in 
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*< If a fint.bom beast and its ofispring fall 
into a pit, the first is to be helped oat on 
condition of slaughtering it^ but it is not 
slaughtered. Then guile is to be used, and 
the second also helped out on condition of 
slaughtering it, and then they slaughter which 
of the two they please. On account of the 
affliction of the animals, it has been pro- 
nounced lawful to use guile." (Ibid. c. ii.) 
Here the oral law speaks plainly, it fairly 
■ays that guile may be used. It is no de- 
fence to say, that this guile was suggested 
by compassion for the animals. If it be law- 
ful to help the animals out of the pit at all, 
it is lawful to do it without any guile, openly 
and honestly. And if it be unlawful to help 
them out, it is doubly unlawful to do so 
through guile and deceit, as if God was igno- 
rant of the thoughts and designs of their 
hearts, and could be satisfied with false and 
fictitious conditions. But there is another 
case, where this same word is also used, and 
where the excuse of compassion is altogether 
out of the question. 

7&M 'firs vhfo mvhQ 7w\s Msoai wn ronf 
cr o nipQi "iiyn »aa V» »V2rt "wi mbob viidi 

"» ]MDO TDytDI ]«DD "Wl TDTO nVlD TTD • m naTi 

^* He Ihat takes ofi^ the hide of a beast on 
a holy day, must not salt it, for this is work, 
and he would be guilty of doing work, that is 
not necessary for the preparation of food. . . . 
But it is lawful to salt meat for roasting on 
the top of the hide, and in this matter guile is 
employed. How so ? Thus. A little meat 
is salted on one part, and then a little on an- 
other part until the whole hide be salted.*' 
(Ibid, c iii. 4.) Here no defence whatever 
can be offered. The oral law confesses that 
to salt a hide is unlawful, its compilers there- 
fore set to work to find out a method of doing 
what was forbidden, and yet have the appear- 
ance of keeping the law, and they sagaciously 
discovered the above solution of the difiiculty. 
Thus the law of God is made null by the 
traditions of men. The commandments of 
the Scribes are enforced by fiogging and ex- 
communication, but full permission given to 
violate God^s commands, if only an appearance 
of obedience can be preserved. No wonder 
that Jesus of Nazareth, whose characteristic is 
mildness and gentleness, used such harsh lan- 
guage to the authors of this system. His ge- 
neral address to them was, " Woe unto you, 
Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites.'* They 



professed the utmost anxiety to have 'the law 
of God observed. This was the professed 
object of their commandments. They were 
invented as a hedge to keep off* every Israelite 
from even an approach to transgression ; and 
they enforced the observance of this defence 
by the severest punishments^ But where the 
law of God interfered with their worldly in- 
terest, their profit or their gain, they fearlessly 
made void the law, and inculcated a system 
of guile snd evasion. And this is perhaps the 
most deadly element in the Talmudic potion. 
The human heart is ever ready to imbibe 
what is bad, and the human mind most quick 
in generalising the principles of evil. The only 
efiicient remedy for this disease of head and 
heart is the inculcation of those pure and holy 
principles, which God has graciously revealed. 
But when these principles are themselves 
adulterated, and a system of guileful evasion 
taught as the religion of Moses and the Pro- 
phets, what are the results to be expected ? 
The cruel oppression of the poor is bad 
enough. The enslaving the consciences of 
the weak is worse; but the corrupting the 
minds of the simple by such pernicious doc- 
trines, is the worst of all. Yet this is the 
work of the Jewish religion, as taught in the 
oral law, and as recognized in the prayers of 
the synagogue. We do not mean to say that 
there is anything peculiar in the system. 
We know that the Provincial Letters develope 
a Gentile system as corrupt and corrupting. 
But that system has nothing to do with the 
Christianity of the New Testament. Our 
forefathers renounced it long ago. The Jews 
still adhere to the oral law, and in their 
prayers and observances still acknowledge its 
divine authority; and wherever Judaism 
exists in vigour, these are the doctrines in- 
stilled into the minds of the young, and to 
which the fiower of the Jewish nation devote 
the vigour of their manhood and the judgment 
of their old age. That there are Jews who 
abhor this system, and have adopted the purer 
principles of the New Testament, even though 
they do not profess Christianity, we well 
know. But how is it that there are none who 
have courage to protest against it ? How is 
it that there is not one who comes forward to 
emancipate his brethren from moral slavery 
and the galling chain of superstition and 
error ? *' There is none to guide her among 
all the sons whom she hath brought forth : 
neither is there any that taketh her by the 
hand of all the sons that she hath brought 
up." (Isaiah li, 18.) 



Iiondon:— Sold at the London Society's Office, 16, Exeter-hall, Strand ; by James Doncan, Paternoster- 
row; and B. Wertheim, 57, Alderseate-street. This poblication may be had by applying at No. 5^ 
No- 7, or No. 13, Palestine-place, Betimal-green, 



Macintosh, Printer, 30, Great New-street, London. 



D Si j; n^ 2 



> n :) 



T8D 1 n'»oi'» • D*?!;; T\)2n2b i^st^i ikii Dom 'ti; noi; 



" THE OLD PATHS/'-JiB. vi. 16. 



NUMBKB 15.] 



FRIDAY, APRIL 22, 1836. 



[Prick OnbPbnnt. 



In discussing the substance and tendency 
of the oral law, the very nature of our design 
compels us to dwell upon its peculiarities, and 
to notice those traits which appear as its es- 
sential characteristics. Our object is not, 
primarily, to show its defects and faults, but 
to prove that it is not of divine authority. 
In proving this, it is absolutely necessary to 
■how, by a comparison with the law and the 
prophets, as the unerring standard of right 
and wrong, that the system is bad. We 
know, and have more than once admitted, 
Aat as it is not a mere human invention, but 
a corruption of a divinely revealed religion, it 
must contain much that is good. But this 
admission no more justifies the system, than a 
small quantity of gold in a mixed metal would 
prove that the whole mass is gold. And this 
comparison may be well illustrated by the 
holy day constitutions, which have lately 
occupied our attention. The concluding pa- 
ragraph of these constitutions contains several 
beautiful and pious precepts ; as, for exam- 
ple, after the command to rejoice on such 
days, and to provide nuts and such-like things 
for the children, new clothes and ornaments 
for the women, and good eating and drinking 
for the men, we read as follows :^ 

rachvh) Dvrt "vh b*Msi) 3«n Trrrvon tew wrvayn 
cnsh npttjoi Vo«o i:w vtdw van or nmttn 

: vt\n uwsah DDnb 

^< And when he eats and drinks, he is 
bound to feed the stranger, the orphan, and 
the widow, with the other poor. But he that 
bolts the doors of his house, and eats and 
drinks with his children and his wife, but 
does not fomish meat and drink to the poor 
and afflicted, is not to be regarded as having 
Ailfilled the commandment ; on the contrary, 
his joy is that of a glutton, and of such per- 
sons it is said, * Their sacrifices shall be unto 
tbem as the bread of mourners ; all that eat 
thereof shall be polluted : for their bread for 
their soul shall not come into the house of 
the Lord.' (Hob. ix. 4.)*' (Arbah Turim, 
629.) This makes a merciful provision for 
the poor, and as teaching all who partake of 
the good things of this world to remember 
their poorer brethren, is worthy of praise and 



imitation. We know also that this charity 
is practised by all devout Jews in every part 
of the world, and that they are on this account 
entitled to the respect of all who can appre- 
ciate benevolence. But the reason why every 
believer in revelation will approve this com- 
mandment is, because it accords with the 
Word of God. Moses has made this precept 
a part of his law : « The stranger, and the 
fatherless, and the widow, which are within 
thy gates, shall come, and shall eat and 
be satisfied ; that the Iiord thy God may bless 
thee in all the work of thine hand which thou 
doest." (Deut. xiv. 29.) And in the New 
Testament there is found a similar command : 
*^ When thou makest a dinner or a supper, 
call not thy friends, nor thy brethren, neither 
thy kinsmen nor thy rich neighbours; lest 
they also bid thee again, and a recompense 
be made thee. But when thou makest a 
feast, call the poor, the maimed, the lame, 
the blind; and thou shalt be blessed; for 
they cannot recompense thee ; for thou shalt 
be recompensed at the resurrection of the 
just." (Luke xiv. 12 — 14). But excellent 
as this rabbinical commandment is in itself, 
it loses considerably when interpreted according 
to the system. A person acquainted only with 
the law of Moses, or the doctrine of Jesus of 
Nazareth, would say, that one of the most 
lovely features in the command is the univer- 
sal love inculcated towards the stranger as 
well as the Israelites. But an acquaintance 
with the oral law would compel him to retract 
this commendation, for there universally the 
stranger is interpreted to mean, ^^ a proselyte 
to Judaism,'* as for instance — 

»n« rryy^sn ^33 nnn D3331 «a» n^n narw 

{ "cin n« nmnw moM minm la wirro »3Dd 

'' To love the stranger who comes, and is 
gathered under the wings of the Shechinah, is 
to fulfil two aflirmative precepts; one, be- 
cause he is included in the number of those 
considered * neighbours,' and a second, be- 
cause the law says, ' Ye shall love the stran- 
ger."* (Hilchoth Deoth. c. vi. 4.) Here, 
then, that comprehensiye word '^ stranger " 
is narrowed down to the signincation *•* reli- 
gious proselyte," and abundance of similar 
passages have already been given in Nos. 4 
and 5. But even with this great drawback 
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we admit that there is much to be commended 
in the above commandment. We are quite 
willing to recognise all the good which we 
can, and therefore add anoSier passage or 
two which deserve notice. 

orrrn teni Ton xrtxh D«n tdm DTonn mo 
DTiawoi D^anao inv» ts\* w onrra© nra irron* 

•WM nrr rfrcffn nrrottj M»n "p d« irwam vino© 

rrrm no p d« tj^i natn rrvrn «r ^ ^nn vrm 

I nain mn« ]n«) mTorn "n"» nntD© 

<' It is a characteristic of the pious, who 
set the Lord always before them, and in all 
their ways acknowledge him, that in the time 
of their joy they multiply stiU more the bless- 
ings and praises of the Holy One, blessed be 
He, who makes them to rejoice. At such 
a season, too, a man ought to think, if such 
be the joy of this world, which is vanity, for 
it is followed by sorrow and trouble, what 
will be the joy of the world to come, which is 
everlasting, and to which no sorrow can sue* 
ceed." (Arbah Turim, ibid.) This passage 
also, as resting upon the unsophisticated Word 
of God, must receive unqualified assent. 
The character of the pious is here beautifully 
described by the union of two passages of 
Scripture. They are those '' who set the 
Lord always before them*' (Ps. xvi. 8), 
and who ^^in all their ways acknowledge 
him.** (Prov. iii. 6.) God grant that all, 
both Jews and Christians, may earnestly en- 
deavour to realise this character. The piety 
of this passage is equalled by the prudence of 
one of their jmlice regulations for the three great 
feasts. 

wvxiw wxo uhyyi ctoto tdswt^ Y'l vyn 
yssprr* vfw nyvnn ^ Dtmoi niaai ta^ttjcnoi 
: 7m» n^ "ttran wioy) \yw^ ^mh) Vid«^ d© 
** The tribunal is bound, at the three feasts, 
to appoint officers for the purpose of going 
about and inspecting gardens, and parks, and 
rivers, that men and women may not congre- 

Ste in such places to eat and drink, and be 
I to commit sin.** If the authors of the 
oral law had confined themselves to such com- 
mandments as these^ there would be but little 
to blamct But unfortunately the good and 
useful precepts bear but a smidl proportion to 
the whole, and are often directly counteracted 
by the peculiar principles of the system. 
The above general description of piety is un. 
ezceptionaUe, but the detail of we require- 
ments, even for the holy day alone, is such as 
must effectually pervert and distort the fea- 
tures there delineated. How can a man have 
• just idea of setting the Lord always before 
him, who thinks that a cunning evasion of 
God's commandmente is permitted, as was 
shown in the last number ? Or how can a 
man be said to acknowledge God, when his 
mind is filled and occupied with the manifold 



and perplexing ceremonies of man*s institu- 
tion? Of these inventions many have al- 
ready been given, but more remain, and the 
Jewish Prayer-book for the passover especially 
reminds us of one. 

*^ The laws of the mixture for the cooking of 
victuals.'* The oral law has made it un- 
lawful on the holy day to prepare food for the 
Sabbath. 

frsaay prw j»« na© at? rrm^ Vrro aw dt 

: m«a Tiob tew wrw no aiTo ova 
**' When a holy day falls on the eve of the 
Sabbath, it is unlawful to bake or to cook 
on that day what is to be eaten on the morrow, 
i. e. on the Sabbath.** (Hilchoth Jom Tov. 
c. vi. 1.) This law may of course create a 
great inconvenience, for if nothing remains 
after the meals of the holy day, there will be 
no food for the Sabbath, and on that day the 
law of Moses forbids all cooking. And, 
strange to say, the evasion which is allowed 
at other times is here forbidden. A man is 
not permitted to cook a surplus of victuals 
under the pretence that it is for the holy day. 
Another and more solemn mode of evasion 
has been invented, and is thus prescribed in 
,the Jewish Prayer-book— 

any nwsh D^rys w '^ ova noD a-o? fn dm 
nra*^ rrso pTpb • im m y p *pi • b"» DTip rVron 
nrY^M prr3Di "^^ pcra w -wa im Vroan rmai 

1 131 rrarr ^ai • ri^ioT^ ^ 
Of which D. Levi gives the following trans- 
lation, which though not very literal, is pre- 
ferable to a new one as occurring in an autho- 
rised edition of the Jewish prayers : 

" If the first day of the festival happens on 
the Thursday, the following ceremony is ob- 
served. On the da^ precedmg the festival, 
the master of every family takes a whole cake 
and a piece of meat, fish, or a roasted egg ; 
and bavins delivered them to one standing by, 
to denote that all the other Jews in the city 
that may have forgotten to make the mixture 
shall, nevertheless, have the benefit of the 
said mixture, so as to be able to prepare on 
the festival what is necessary for the Sabbath. 
He then says the following :— 

^wyp itM tDVwn "pa "u^n^ ^ jttim *pna 

I art? rnsta ^ law warn 
wcmfh) MfwaVi vorh «dV mttd wt Mar» pro 
hOB KOVD hoaTw to loffjcfn wa-w KpVw^ 
irwrr "w^a tmn birwr te^ ^zb 'WMXch 
** Blessed art thou, O Lord, our God ! King 
of the universe, who hast sanctified us with 
thy commandments, and commanded us con- 
cerning the mixture." 

** By this mixture it shall be allowable for 
us to bake, boil, and to keep the victuals 
warm ; to light up lights, and to do, and pre- 
pare all things necessary, on the festival for 



Dm Sabbath | we, ami all Imel that d»cn in 
dri* dty." (Lcti'i PiBTcn, Tol. T. pp. 4, 6.) 
Haw, agatnal thii oenmonji Hvenl and >e- 
riooi ol^etioni mn be made. Fint, if it be 
•iMolatelf unlawful on the boly daj' to coafc 
Ar the Sabbath-dar, bow ia the unlawrulnoa 
lamovcd bj going through a trifling ceiwaoaj, 
id Kpaaling a few worda ? The cooking ^ 



' Ha who can make the mixture, and don 



not, 1 



A choo 



i, then tbia eeionraj li uttolj uic. 
"' w upon Ood la col; 
If unlawfiil. then 
a from luatl'i groat | 
lawgi**^ Ood Inmtd^ can make it lawful. 
Any thing (hon of Ifaia muBl,b; every boneit ' 
nan, be rcnided eillm as an erulon, or a 
bold and inlfiil tmugicaaion. Secoad);, the ' 
mlawfaliMai on wUeh thii eaemony i* 
frmndfirt, ia allc^etber of man*a makiDg — Ood 

ha* Dowboe forbidden the Jewa to ptepaie 

ftr Sat^th on the boly day. The Sciibca | lawftil ; and it ii unlawful for another, who 



made by the great men of the d^. <a called 
n ainner, and bai not liilfilled hla duty." 
(Aibah Turim 597.) Here then hia con- 
sdcncE Ii burdened, but further, be may be 
■.'ipooed to canaidenble InconTentenci, to ea- 
^ape from whld> he ia driien again to a t**- 
Hcribed euidae of artifice and guile. 

nk) TTft train 'rta't losrt rryro ti>A -nnn 



He that baa not perfbtmed the ceiBmaDy M 
the mixture for himaelf and fbr wbom Dthen 
done it, aa it ii unlawlUI ttti Urn to 



hava here aa elicwhera dared to add to the 
law of Ood. 

tjTO 'jipj'j >^^ iVro n^ u'lnu 'U'TO th tuw> 

" Thii pmbtbicion ii of the voids of iht 
Scribei, that a man may not be led to prepait 
oa a boly day for a common day. For if h« 
&el it unlawful to cook for Babbalh, tlltl 
more will he feel thla fbr a eommon day." 
(HUchotb Jom. Tor. tI. 1.) Here it ia 
plainly confcaaed that the prohibition is no: 
nom Ood but from man. A reaaon la aulgned 
for thia addition, which is unsatiafact^, and 
ahowi that the Stribei thought thi 



hai petfonned the enemony for hlmadf, to 
boil and bake for luch an one until fae buy it 
for himaelf. Then he may boll and bake of 



ofconiaethe purchase la fictitloui. In like 
manner it ig unlawful for him to light the 
Sabbath candle. Tbii would be a great mi>- 
IwCune, and a learned rabbi baa accordingly 
found oat a remedy of the same kind. 
QTo Tim 'SJCrt Vcto p-rf'anoriQ two "Vr ana 

■■ Rabbi Meyer, of Rotbenbu^, haa latd in 
hit wrilinBB, that a man may letk Ibr aofna- 

thing In Itie room by the light of a candle, 



lighting ui 

, We a^ the Jewa aerioualy to i 
ipedmen of rabbinical wiadiim a 



■he bablt of cooking generally for the follow. , [im 

Ing day, and tbua cook for common dayi. the ceremony ot the mixture ilare not do 
But did not Ood foresee thia poaiibility, and I vbat Ood haa allowed him to do, he dare not 
know the frailty of human nature just oa well light the candle fbr Sabbath, that ta, if he does 
-- .1.. _i.i.i„ -.!.„ .!.„ ju 1.. »„■ ..!,„ I .. bo,^jy „,a openly, he would, according 
the oial law, commit a ain. But [hen ha 
thing by nsing guile and 



M ^Te that which wai necessary, and Iberc - 
fiwe that the law of God waa : 
It was mended by the i«bblei. 
given t^ Ood be perfect, and 
n without blasphemy, then this precaution »l 
the rabble* b uaekaa, and they are proveil 
guilty of making additions to the law of Ood. 
■nd of impoaiiut naedleas bnrdeni on the con - 
adenee* of dub brethren. If thia ceremony 
■ wera Idt to the Iha will of every individual. 
it would b* very difikrent, but it i* impcacd 
■* an indiapenaable duty, and a man pro- 
nouitced a sinner if lie doea not comply. 
finrt nsTw (At TWO iwi nrt ilnwovmi 
I la »«i' wo PCT3 trpj ym ira 'm uttp Vi 



Iven by may jo this 
-" ""■' deceit, wf- ■- 
according 



he haa the day.Ugbt, and iheieibre eildenUy 
doei not wantlt for that purpose, and then M 
can leave It lighting. Thus the oral law 
teaches that the nt^lcct of a mere human uk 
TCnlion in a greater ain than guile and deceit. 
Is not thistoitrahialagDat and toswallowa 
camd ? But some Rabbinint may say. If th« 
oral law encouragei guile and deceit, wfaydoci 
it forbid the employmeat of guile in the pre< 
paration of food for the Sabbaib, aa haa been 
■laled above? This is a curious pt^t, and 
desCTvet attention. The oral law says, if fixid 
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be left after the meaU of the holy day, it it 
lawftil to eat it on the Sabbath, provided 
that DO guile be used ; but if guile be used, 
it is unlawful Whereas, if a man wilfully 
neglect the ceremony of the mixture, and cook 
notwithstanding for the Sabbath, he may law- 
fully eat what he has prepared. Tliis has at 
first sight the appearance of wishing to discou- 
rage guile, but die reasons, given for this de- 
cision, show that this is far from being the case. 

V» VD» nVi Dnojon b» itdmi vcorm rraVi 
»pnttn inanro tan "ttcjoa trwoh Tnn dwd -non 
•O]? utn) n2» "^av TTon ^a« • frw^n ^yvnf d« 

*^ What is the reason that they were more 
■evere upon him that used guile than upon the 
wilful transgressor, and made it unlawful for 
the former, but not for the latter ? The rea- 
son is this, if they had pronounced it lawful 
for him that uses guile, all would use guile, 
and the very name of mixture for food would 
peri^. On the other hand, a wilful trans- 
gressor is rare, and if he transgress to-day, he 
will not transgress again.*' The employment 
of guile, then, is not forbidden because it is 
odious in the sight of God and man, but 
simply from the fear that it might operate 
prejudicially upon the observance of a rab- 
binic command. Such is and must be the 
effect of multiplying religious ceremonies, and 
imposing them upon the conscience as neces- 
sary to salvation. The conscience becomes 
burdened, and beset with difficulties, and is 
glad of any refuge or relief, even though it 
should be derived from artifice and deceit 
Artifice is at last made lawful, or even pre- 
scribed, as we have seen in many instances, 
and then religion, which God intended as a 
remedy for our moral disease, becomes itself n 
new source of infection. But if any burdened 
conscience should awake and become sensible 
of the cheat that has been put upon it by the 
oral law, the probability is that it will cast off* 
religion altogether, and mistake Moses too for 
a companion of the Scribes and Pharisees; 
and thus many a rabbinical Jew has been led 
to utter infideUty. 

But there is still a third objection to be 
luged against this ceremony of the mixture, 
and that is, that it prescribes a form of thanks- 
giving to God for appointing that which he 
never appointed. '^ Blessed art thou, O Jjord 
our God ! King of the universe ! who hast 



sanctified us with thy cdmmandments, land 
commanded us concerning the mixture.** 
Where has God commanded the mixture? 
Where, from one end of the law to the other, 
or in the prophets, is there one word about 
this ceremony ? It is from first to last a pure 
invention of the Scribes. God never ap- 
pointed it. This prayer, then, contains a 
positive untruth, and uus the ignorant and 
unlearned are deceived, and taught even in the 
solemn act of public worship to believe that 
God has commanded what he never com- 
manded. The minds of children, too, are 
thus imbued with the commandments of men, 
and taught in the language of prayer to stamp 
the divine authority upon the invention of the 
Scribes and Pharisees. And this is done not 
only in the forests of Poland, or on the unci- 
vilized coasts of Barbary, but herein England. 
This ceremony and this prayer are prescribed 
in the two editions of the Jewish prayer-book, 
published by Levi and Alexander. In this 
country, where full liberty of conscience pre- 
vails, the language of the synagogue is just 
the same as in the darkest and most oppressed 
regions of the habitable globe. The Jewish 
children are still taught to bless God for 
giving what he never gave, and the sacred 
voice of prayer still consecrates the intole- 
rance, the errors, and the absurdities of the 
oral law. In other countries, where the cir- 
cumstances were not so favourable, the Jews 
have made more than one attempt to renounce 
and repudiate the errors of the Talmud. But 
in England, whether from listlessness or from 
a love to these Talmudic doctrines, we do not 
presume to say, nothing has been done either 
by the German or the Portuguese Jews. In 
England the Talmud still maintains its empire 
of error and uncharitableness, and spiritual 
tyranny, and not one individual has dared 

Sublicly to protest against it. We ask the 
ews seriously to consider this matter, and to 
compare the extracts which we give with 
Moses and the prophets; if the oral law 
agrees with that which is confessedly the 
Word of God, then we beg of them to explain 
the lawfulness of using guile, of inventing 
new commandments, and enforcing them witli 
the severest punishments. But if they decide 
that these things are altogether forbidden by 
God, then we call upon them to protest aloud 
against these adulterations of revealed truth. 
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Ik our last number we veotuTed to say, 
that in the English 8ynag(^es " The sacred 
voice of prayer still amsecrates the intolerance, 
the errors, and the absurdities of the oral 
law ;*' and we gave an instance in proof of 
our assertion. But to some Israelites, who 
have overlooked the contents of their Prayer- 
book, this assertion may require more proof; 
we, therefore, proceed to give it, and, first of 
all, with r^ard to intolerance. In die cere- 
monial for the first two evenings of the pass- 
over, in the midst of the rejoicings and thanks, 
givings, which the memory of their great de- 
liverance naturally calls forth, we suddenly 
find the following prayer : — 

iTOboD ^ "pyiT vh TDM Dnan Vm yrcm ycm 
XTQ rw ajry* rw !n« ^ : "»np vh 'jaxji ^«J« 
rpvi : uyv* "p* pm yyff\ DrrVr ysro : lottyn 

'< Pour out thy wrath upon the heathen that 
have not known thee, and upon the kingdoms 
that have not called upon thy name. For they 
have devoured Jacob, and laid waste his 
dwelling place. (Psalm Ixxix. 6, 7>) Pour 
out thine mdignation upon them, and let thy 
wrathful anger take hold of them. (Psalm 
Ixix. 24.) Persecute them in anger, and 
destroy them from under the heavens of the 
Lord.*' (Lament, iii. 66.) Here are three 
passages of Scripture, taken from their context, 
and joined ti^ther to make one prayer. In 
their context, and with reference to the times 
for which those portions of Scripture were 
given by God, they are intelligible. After the 
destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans, 
whilst the Jewish mind was still in a state of 
violent excitement against the authors of that 
calamity, such an imprecation may appear 
natural. During the persecutions of the Cru- 
saders or the Inquisition it might be excusable, 
but in the present time and circumstances it 
is indefensible. Who are the heathen and 
the kingdoms, whom the offerers of these pe- 
titions wish to be pursued with God*s wrath, 
and to be destroyed from under the heavens ? 
Are they the Christians, or the heathen idola- 
> ten of Africa and India ? The Mahometans 
profess a faith in the Unity very similar to 
that of the later rabbles; they, therefore, 
cannot be intended. If it be said that the 
idolatrous heathen are here intended, we must 
still protest against the intolerance of this im. 
preortion ; why should the Jews wish for their 



destruction ? What evil did these poor ig- 
norant people ever do to the Jews in England, 
that they should pray for their destruction 
rather than their conversion ? If it be said, 
that nobody at all is intended in the present 
day, why, we would ask, is it still made a part 
of the passover ceremonial ? We have bdbre 
us several copies of the Haggadah, some 
printed very lately, and- it occurs in them all. 
If this were the only passage of the kind to 
be found in the liturgies of the synagogue, it 
might perhaps admit of palliation or excuse, 
but it is only one of a similar class, all 
breathing the same spirit In the morning 
service for the second day of the passover, as 
translated by D. Levi, we find another more 
fearful stiU. 
nr) "una^ dw 'Dtt? p>3n lab ^ nn ma 

n^ Drrroi 'Dtm nVrro uxsff) •d«7u dto 

tDxotm 

" Hasten, O my beloved, to where thy heart 
and eyes are; and though we have cast off 
that that is good and pleasant, yet hear the 
roaring raging voice of those that oppress thy 
people; satiate the clods with their blood; 
manure the earth with their fat ; and let the 
stench of their carcases ascend.** (Levi's 
Prayers, vol. 5, foL 142.) The translation 
is D. Levi*s, so that it cannot be said, that 
the sense has been misrepresented or distorted 
for polemical purposes. It is the translatioD 
of a Jew, and of a Jew in England, and the 
title-page tells us that it is the second edition 
^' carefully revised and corrected, and illus- 
trated by Isaac Levi.** The title-page also 
says, *^ As read in their synagogues and used 
in their families.** Is not this prayer intoler- 
ant ? Is there any thing like it in the New 
Testament, or in our Christian Prayer-books f 
And yet we are told that modern Judaism is 
more tolerant than Christianity, and that it 
teaches charity to all men. Let not the Jews 
think that we impute this spirit to the whole 
nation. No such thing. This passage is 
quoted as a specimen of the spirit of the oral 
law and its authors, who not only were pos- 
sessed with this spirit of resentment, but so 
overwhelmed with it, as to transfuse it into 
their addresses to the God of mercy, and to 
prescribe it as a part of the public worship 
of the congregation. Whenever introduced, 
there it still remains, as a testimoDy to the 
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spirit of the first opposers of Jesus of Naza- 
reth, and as a portion of the liturgic service 
of the synagogue. In these passages, how- 
ever, it does not appear what nations are in- 
tended ; no name or particular characteristic 
is given, though the allusion, in the last quoted 
prayer, to Isaiah xxxiv. naturally leads the 
reader to think of Edom ; hut in other places 
a more definite form is prescribed, from which 
we find that Edom is the great object of hatred. 

cn2» "pfl nW nism 'mm ^ tsncKo ¥) 
I nsTD rryarv ditm Vr Tiaa 'ns^d 

'^ Ood divideth the night of preservation, 
when in the midst of the night, he went forth 
through the land of Egypt : may the mighty 
God also divide it concerning Edom.'* (Levi, 
ibid. foL 7.) This is a pedtion that God 
would do to Edom as he did unto Egypt. 
Again, a little further on we read, 

arr na^ • ditni rtj t3 • ryn« Vr mn th odd 

:rrDD 

*^ On the passover, a sharp sword shall fall 
on Edom, by the hand of him who is white 
and ruddy, as in the days of the feast of pass- 
over." (Ibid. fol. 10.) And so throughout 
the prayers there are frequent allusions to thb 
subject, as for instance — 

T» nm»n M^?Dnn vsrm nni^roD vnp d© 

: inop: p vn>^«a • tniann 

^* Then will his name be pronounced as it is 
written: when the other half will complete 
the wcnrd ; his dominion also will be greatly 
exalted, and his throne be completely estab- 
lished ; when he shall smite the descendants 
of Esau, aud take vengeance on his enemies." 
(Ibid. foL 214.) But these are sufficient to 
show that Edom is the great object of anti- 
pathy, and of course the great question is 
whom do the Jews understand by Edom ? 
Let the most famous of their rabbies instruct 
us in this matter, and first let us hear 
Maimonides. 

on ''vmn nv »"«a tDnw nnVi nfxh yvt^ ynh 
vrffw losry ptJfcn dv bs "w raw tmxo tei© ^tm 

I DlpO tel TOM 

<« The Edomites are idolaters, and the first 
day of the wec^ is the day of their festival ; 
therefore it is forbidden to have commerce 
with them in the land of Israel, on the fifth 
and sixth day of every week. It is not ne- 
cessary to say that the first day itself is every 
where unlawful.*' (Hilchoth Accum. c. ix. 4.) 
There is but one cUss of religionists who ob- 
serve the first day of the week as sacred. Now 
let us hear Kimchi. In his commentary on 
Jod iii. 19, *< Egypt shall be a desolation^ 
and Edom shall be a desolate wilderness, 
for the violence against the children of Jndab, 



because they have shed innocent blood in their 
land :** he says, 

VKha "YQ^a D1TM1 D^bWDtr Tinyi OnSD "131 

niNTioi rw3Mn «niTi nm rfn«an r» -w 7ry^r^^ 
tmt-N Dnn ^dii niabo '3 "nayn m tdmi • • * ♦ Vn*31 

'^ The prophet mentions Egypt and Edom : 
Egjrpt, on account of the Turks, and Edom, 
on account of the Roman empire ; and these 
two have now had dominion for a long time, 
and will continue until the redemption. This 
is the fourth beast in the visions of Daniel. 
.... And this is said, the majority of the 
Roman empire is composed of Edomites. 
For although many other nations are mixed 
among them, as is also the case with the 
Turkish empire, they are called after the 
root.** Kimchi then fixes Edom upon the 
Roman empire, in which he evidently in- 
cludes the Greek empire, for he wrote in the 
12th century, long before the Constantinopo- 
litan dynasty was overturned. Aben Esra 
gives a similar interpretation on the blessing 
of Esau. 

Dainon ■«» pi o^ro mo mti isnVarro nD"ni 
'ntn'D itt»o itD3w p» niafe mtp wra td d^i 
ttr«2 la^DWTO 1BDD >nD D*ttJ2« rm btni "^on 

vn vfD * ttJWT mi^ ibai ^ nxcn mn to ^arrrw 
Dnom '»nD"n«D v\n f^m mvn inottrttj dVwi 

: Di-N '^'2bQ ^"n rnnp^ ]D "» 

** Rome, which led us away captive, is of 
the seed of Kittim, and so the Targumist has 
said, in number xxiv. 24, ^ And ships shall 
come from the coast of Kittim.' And this is 
the same as the Greek monarchy, as I have 
explained in the book of Daniel ; and there 
were very few who believed on the man of 
whom they made a God. But when Rome 
believed in the days of Constantine, who 
changed the whole religion, and put an image 
of that man upon his standard, there were 
none in the world who observed the new law 
except a few Edomites, therefore Rome is 
called the kingdom of Edom.*' (Comment, 
on Gen. xxix.) We do not now stop to 
refute the false statements which Aben Esra 
here makes. Every one, that knows any thing 
of history, knows that in less than a century 
after the time of Jesus of Nazareth, the 
Christian religion had made great progress in 
the whole Roman empire, and that we pro- 
pagation of the new law, as Aben Esra calls 
it, before the time of Constantine, was more 
rapid and more extensive than after his con- 
version. Our business at present is with his 
interpretatioii of the word Edom, he says 
plainly that Edom and Edomites mean the 
Christlaiis. Now let us hear Abarbanel : — 
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>"vb rmoon dtm fit ^ ti^ hV© rm moi 

Tvcn um unaxin now vptd 'Vwi tei rwioDroi 

: Dn« >no cjTPD 

^' From this you may learn that the pro- 
phet (^Obadiah) did not prophecy only against 
the land of Edom, which is in the neighbour, 
hood of the land of Israel, but also against 
that people which branches off from thence, 
and is spread through the whole world, and 
that is the people of the Christians in this our 
day, for they are of the children of Edom/* 
(Comment, on Obadiah.) Here, then, we 
have Maimonides, Kimchi, Aben Esra, and 
Abarbanel, all giving the same interpretation, 
and all asserting that Edom means the Cluis- 
tians. According to this interpretation, then, 
the above dreadftil imprecations are for the 
destruction of the Christians. Is this tolerant 
or diaritable? Is this in accordance with 
Bfoses' account of the divine character— 
<< Merciful and gracious, long-suffering, and 
abundant in goodness and truth ?** Are these 
the petitions that poor sinful creatures ought 
to ofl^ when Aey assemble for the wor^ip 
of the Creator of all flesh ? Above all, are 
they suitable in an English synagogue, and 
in the present day? You may say that 
Kimchi and those other commentators, lived 
in the times of Popery, and that Edom only 
means the Roman Catholic Christians. But 
what will those Jews say who live in Rome 
itself and France, and Bavaria, and other 
Roman Catholic countries? You may think 
them in error, so do we, but we cannot for 
that pray that God <' would satiate the dods 
with their blood, manure the earth with their 
fiiU, and cause the stench of their carcases to 
ascend.'* We could not utter such an im- 

1>recation against the cannibals of New Zea- 
and, nor the man-stealers of Africa. But 
if you say that you do not offer up these peti- 
tions against the Christians, whether Protest- 
ant or Romanist, may we ask against whom 
then are they directed ? And what are your 
thoughts when you hear these petitions read, 
and join in them in the synagogue? The 
literal Edom was destroyed long since; the 
children of Edom have long since been utterly 
lost. Where are their posterity now to be 
found? The above-named rabbles say the 
Romans were dausended from Edom, but 
where is their proof, either from the Bible or 
frmn profane history? But suppose it was 
so, how will that prove that the Oreeks, the 
French, the Germans, or the inhabitants of 
the British isles are thus descended? The 
truth is, there is no historical evidence what- 
ever to give even a colour to this assertion 
respecting Rome. The rabbies found dread- 
ful denunciations of wrath against Edom in 
the prophets, particularly in Obadiah and the 
xxxivth of Isaiah, and they thought that 



Rome and the Christians deserved such 
puniriiment more than any one else ; they 
therefore applied them to these objects oif 
their antipathy. As far as authentic history 
will carry us, the descendants of the Edomites 
are to be sought for rather amongst the Jews 
themselves, than amongst any other people ; 
for the last that we read of the Edomitet 
is, that they were subdued by John Hyrcanus, 
and converted to Judaism at the point of the 
sword.* Amongst the Jews, then, their 
descendants have ever since continued, and 
strange enough some of them may now be 
ofiering in the synagogue these imprecations 
against themselves. But, however that be^ 
the prophecies against Edom do certainly not 
apply to the Christian religion, which was not 
Edomitical, but altogether Jewish in its ori- 
gin. Jesus of Nazareth was a Jew, and his 
disciples and first disciples from a province of 
Judea as remote as possible from Edom. 
And even if the rabbies could prove that 
Rome is Edom, still this will have nothing to 
do with the other nations who are in no wise 
descended from, or connected with that city or 
people. 

We are not ignorant of the many propbe- 
dss against Edom, but, however many or 
severe, they form no justification of these 
prayers, even if the rabbies know who is in- 
tended. God is a merciful God, as well as a 
just Judge, and when he arises to judgment, 
or when he utters a denunciation of wrath, we 
may be sure tliat he does all in truth and 
righteousness. But that furnishes no excuse 
for the sons of men who presumptuously take 
upon themselves to call down God*s wrath bj 
prayer, or to ofier themselves as the execu- 
tioners of his anger. The Word of God oon« 
tains many denunciations of wrath against 
the Jews, but this does not justify the nations 
who have persecuted and oppressed them. 
What would the Jews think of us if we col- 
lected all the fearful passages in the xxvith 
chapter of Leviticus, and the xxviiith of 
Deuteronomy, and wove them into a prayer 
to call down God*s wrath upon the people of 
Israel ? What would they say if we ap- 
pointed this form for the most solemn days, 
and for the time of our festivity ? Yet this 
is what the rabbies have done, and what the 
onl law nresoribes, and therefore we say that 
such teaching is not from God. And we saj 
this, not simply because reason leads to this 
conclusion, but because such prayers are di- 
rectly contrary to the express command of 
God. When He sent the Jews into ci4>tivity 
to Babylon, he did not tell them to pray that 
*< He might pour out his wrath** upon that 
city, and much less to *< satiate the clods with 
the blood** of its inhabitants. On the con- 
trary, he said— 

* See Jost't Oeichicbte, vol i. 70 and 153. 



04 



<^ And seek the peace of the city whither I 
have caused you to be carried away captives, 
and pray unto the Lord for it: for in the 
peace thereof shall ye have peace.** (Jerem. 
xxix. 7') Now how does this command agree 
with the above prayers ? Suppose even that 
the rabbies were right, and that Edom does 
mean Rome, how can the Jews there pray 
for its peace and for its utter destruction at 
the same time ? Those prayers are utterly 
irreconcileable with this command of God, 
and therefore fiimish another proof of the 
error as well as the intolerance of the oral 
law. This was the object which we had 
peculiarly in view. We do not wish to 
burden every Israelite in London with this 
intolerance. Many are perhaps ignorant that 
such prayers are offered in the synagogue — 
many overlook them through inattention, and 
many others disapprove of them. But in 
those who do know and disapprove, it is 
exceedingly inconsistent to join in them, or 
to remain silent. The spirit of these prayers 
U thus countenanced, and the intolerance 
handed down from generation to generation. 
Children go to the synagogue, and hear these 
prayers offered; they think as it is the Ian. 
guage of prayer, of public prayer, of the 
prayers of the people of Israel, it must be 
right What other conclusion can they form ? 
Thus they imbibe the same spirit, and thus 
the people of Israel are kept in bondage to 
the intolerance of by-gone generations. But 
some will say. We acknowledge that these 
prayers are contrary to the Bible. Re- 
member, then, that in making this acknow- 
ledgment, you admit that the synagogue — 
yea, the whole nation of the Jews has been 
in error for many centuries. And if the 
Jewish nation has been universally mistaken 
upon so simple, yet essential, a point of 
rdigion as true charity, it is highly probable 
that they are mistaken on other points too, 
especially those that are more difficult and 
less obvious to human reason. But above 
all| remember that whilst the whole system 
of the oral law, in its precepts and prayers, 
has taught you to curse your enemies, Jesus 
of Nazareth has taught us to bless. " Ye 
have heard that it hath been said. Thou 
•halt love thy neighbour and hate thine 
enemy : but I say unto you, love your ene- 
mies, bless them that curse you, do good 
to them that hate you, and pray for them 



which despitefully use you and persecute you.*' 
(Matt. V. 48, 44.) " Bless them which curse 
you, bless and curse not." (Rom. xiL 14.) 
But some Israelites may still think that it 
is unfair to judge the oral law by this one 
service for the passover. Such an one we 
would remind of the blessing of the Epi- 
cureans, as it is called, which he is bound 
to say— 

" in every prayer, every day.'* (Hilchoth 
T'phiUah, c. ii. 2.) 

TDM» w-0 TTffm »ttn» tai mpn vtn ^ wyvhdry 
nrw "pTi yynyi mnM DJrasm vro' mrro onm 

^^ O let the slanderers have no hope : all 
the wicked be annihilated speedily, and all 
the tyrants be cut off quickly : humble thou 
them quickly in our days. Blessed art thou, 
O Ivord, who destroyed our enemies." (Daily 
Prayers, fol. 36.) Here is the same utter 
want of mercy. No desire for their amend- 
ment, no prayer for their conversion, but an 
invocation of sudden wrath and destruction. 
And this the synagogue prescribes not on its 
feasts only, but every day; yea, and every 
time of prayer is to be marked by the voice 
of malediction. There is also another com- 
mand relating to this daily malediction, which 
illustrates still farther the spirit of the oral 
law. 

nrrttn Vnn* ]yTKi »t «!n ^i:i rwTOttJ "1132J rr^ 
Itmip^DMn ro"Qi m^TD d«i * vnnn nrw Tior> n»w 
«Dtt? vnnn "inn Tior* td «b« "ib p^noo pM 

*^ If the reader in the Sjrnagogue should 
make a mistake, or be confused and not know 
where to begin, and delay for an hour, then 
let another rise up in his stead. But if he 
made the mistake with regard to the blessing 
of the Epicureans, he is not to be waited for, 
but let another instantly rise up in his stead, 
for perhaps he is infected with Epicureanism." 
(Ibid. c. X. 3.) According to this law, if 
the reader go wrong in invoking a blessing, 
or offering up an intercessory prayer for 
mercy, such a petition may be delayed for a 
whole hour. But if this malediction should 
be the place of his mistake, there is to be no 
delay and no postponement. If the reader 
cannot offer it in time, another is to rise up 
immediately, and cry to heaven for a curie. 
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We have just considered ibal extraordinary 
Command of the oral law which provides, 
tliat, if ihe reader in Ihe nynigogui.- should 
make n mislakc in reading the prayers, the 
eongregmion sliall wait for him for an hour : 
except the mistake occur in cuning ihe Epi- 
cureans, for then " He is not lo be wailEil for, 
but let Bnoiher insiantly rise up in liii stead, 
for he is, perhaps, intoned wiih Epicurean. 
lim." The special noii.e of ihis ease is as 
bonourable to the Jews as it ia condemnatory 
of the otbI lav. It wnuld appear from this 
that such mistakes tiad orcurred. Readers in 
the synagi^ues have someiimei stumbled and 
■Ummered when they came lo liiia fearful 
malediction. Aod Iriily we are not surprised. 
If B man of piely, acquainted wiih Ood'n 
Word, should be overwhelmed in publicly 
cursing hia fellow.men, and be unable lo bring 
the words of imprccalioa oier his lips. The 
care, which the scribes took to legislate for 
nich an occurrence, implies an honourable 
testimony to ihe good feeling of the nation, 
^though it slroogly marks thdrom intolerance. 
Mid forms a striking contrast to the spirit in- 
culcated In the leaching of Jesus of Nasareth. 
When hia disciples asked him lo teach ihem 
to pray he taught them a abort form ; but, 
■hort as it was, it eontwned the petition, 
'* Fo^ive us our trespaises as we forgive 
them that trespass against us," and nas 
followed by this admonition, " For if ye for- 
give men their trespasses, your hearenly 
Father niJl also fui^ve you. But if ye for. 
glivenot men their trespasses, neither will your 
Father forgive your trespasses." (Matt. vi. 
U, 15.) 

The intolerance, which we hare noticed, 
proves sufficiently that the religious ideas of 
- the mal lav have not been drawn fWim 
Mosei and the prophcta ; and ihla will ap- 
pear still farther from the absurd It^endi 
vhid) are alluded to in the prayers of tht 
Syoacogue, as if they were acknowledged 
verinea. In the Liturgy for the feast of Pen. 
tecoat, which is now approaching, we " ' 
more ihan one auch alluaioo, lo whic 
would most earnesdy call youi attention. 
first of all, tliose prayers iccogniae the legend 
of Leviathan and Behemoth. In the morn- 
ing aerrice for that day the Jens repeat iht 
fblUxving wnds: — 

I wranp Tasji -pa ■o ina -im ■ wrren tib -nrt 



ism -tart pj so'v ■ Nfiiiii m-xn n:ra "TTirra 
prCTN ' KTiuiaT rrains rru rrt iifn ; KTrnsjs 

"'IJl T1DT3T 'Sn ^"prTOO ! WTPTOi |prV *p*TS^ 

■033 irn -piXTKi i xmra pacncs JTTOp j-pu 
i wiin '3 TC3 rtvurcKTi nio -ion ■ «rm 
Which D. Levi thus IraniUlcs: — » He 
will ccnajnly Iftlow on us the portion which 
he hath promised us of old. The aporiing of 
Let'ialhan with the ox of the high mountains,* 
when they shall approach each other and en. 
gage in battle. With hia horn he thrutls at 
the mightiest beaata, bul the Leviathan will 
leap towards him with his fins and great 
strength. His Creator will then apptoach him 
with hia great sword, and will prepare him 
for an entertainment (or a banquet) for the 
tighleous ; who will be seated at a table 
formed of jisper and carbuncle, with a river 
of balm flowing before them. When they 
will delight thcmaclvcs and be satiated with 
the bowls of wine prepnred at the creation, 
and reserved in the winepress." In this por- 
tion of the Liturgy of the synagogue, there is 
a very plain reference to the battle between 
Behemoth and Leviathan. The felicity of 
the rightcoua in the world to come is also 
described, and a part of it is iiaid to consist 
of the banquet, which God will prepare foe 
them from ihe flesh of Iveviathan, when he 
shall have kUled him. It is true that D. Levi 
haa the following note on this banquet. " All 
this is to be understood in a ligurative sense, 
and by no means literally, ai several Chris. 
tian commentators have done, and thus cast 
undeserved reproach on the rabbinical 
writers." But he has neither given us hia 

nor has he explained the meaning of the 
figure. We ahauld be glad to know what 
uinely-nine out of every hundred Jews under- 
stand when they hear this read in the ayno. 
gogue. What da they understand by tha 
name Behemoth ? What by Leviathan ? What 
by God's killing hiui ? What by preparing 
him as a banquet for the righteous? But 
however Jews in the present day may eiplain 
It away, Ibere can be little doubt how the 
authors of this hymn and the Jews of old 
understood it. In the Talmud we have tha 
followingaccountof these two great bcaatii — 
toVim fna it^TpTT «Ta« ta n TOM mvr 3TTOM 
• Thii sllulet to mn-U- S«e Job. .1. IJ, *e. 
D. UvL 
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KAw Tn ]7r* nna cro jrrt iy« dm-u njpn -oi 

rupjTi rm -oin iTH DTD rn'pn nraj rrote niWT 
•wwpnn n» rni 'mto wai Tnrt o v i a ^ rntei 
tAeAw CMT3 713P31 tji rfw -TV13 moTQ twn era 
rra'Tjn rraw no *3 dVom ta p-^ro rrt m fppis 
■ HU^ Tnri oyis^ ^nom r^wiirsi -oin dto 
"R. Jadah said, Rav said, Evaj thing 
(bU Ood cmled in tliis world he created male 
ud female. And thus he did ntlli Leviti- 
thfto the placing gerpcnl, nnd Leviathan the 
crooked Berpent, he created them male and 
Jemsle. But if they had been united, they 
would hiTC deiolaled the entire world. What 
then did the Holy One do ? He took away 
the Btrength of tbe male Leviathan, and slew 
(he fcmde and Balled her far (he righteous 
for the time to come, for it ia said, ' And he 
shall bUj the whaie (or dragon) that is in the 
sea." fliaifth isviL 1.) In like manner with 
regard to Behemoth upon a thousand moun- 
tains, he created them male and female, but 
If (hey had been united they would have de. 
solaled the entire world. What then did the 
Holy One do? He took away the Btrength 
of the male Behemo;h, and made the female 
banen, and preserved her for the righteous 
for the time lo come."_(Ba»a Bathra, fol. 
74, col. 2.) In this narrative there are no 
marks of allegory. The ireaiion of the world 
is not an allegory, but a facL The creaiing of 
living crentureB male and female is another 
fact. TheweakEningofthemaleandlheaalling 
of the female to prevent the desolation of the 
world does not look like a figure. The Jewish 

seriously, and nwak of the creation of Levi, 
athan, not a* of an all^ry, but bb of a real 
occurrence. Thus R. Mosea, the son of 
Nachman, in his commenlary on the words, 
" And Ood made great whales," after de. 
scribing the great size, adds, — 

nil ]rWj Kn a^rnxri o-wnn "s ttsm Trrraii 
ran -OM^ im rm »*ii niTEn -J -mw Hiai Tnri 

" And 001 rabbles haTe t^d that ' the great 
whales' mean Leviathan and his mate, for 
Ood created them male and female, but slew 
the female, and salted her for the righteous for 
the time to come : and perhaps this is the 
reaaon why the words, ' And it was so,' are 
not added, *r they (the race of leviathan) did 
not continue." (Com. in Gen. i. 21.) From 
this it is evident that the famous rabbi knew 
nothing of an allegory, for he makes this legend 
the reason why certain words used after the 
otherworksofcreationarenolhereapplied. In 
like manner Abaibanel speaks of this same 
pair of living creatures as real, and as pouihly 



avian -ntc -irwa nrm pwi iiren fta dw* 

MsmiTa Tm -km m-ccn "M tumm) loai a'm^ 
MTiB MWi^ rtnm Hfij-DOa w^m up rrm mn mat 
n i-iaD rn^ hojn mpi mi to wtn rrV nam 
trmai rraj on 'rVmi •p'om p^oi tm wrara* 
jKiBQ mn p MiiTO sruTO Tnrn vh -m ftrovto 
•Ho nvaiQ n-nTW oi-n Di v^t? m: ssrsi • p 
rmt OS TTT rVwo isttoi raw "cn rai irMra 
cn-3s man nmi*>Dn" iron *ao DTJoVjonm 
■mn cnptfl arbjna pn noarrrTo Dincff 

"ButiftheScripture class creeping things end 
fish together, then this verse tells us that God 
created various Bpedes, for some of ihem are 
great whales, as is Baid in the 5th chapter of 
Bava Bathia, < Rabhah Bar Bar Ctianna taya, 
once upon a tinie we were Bailing in a sbip, 
and we saw that lish upon wbose back the 
sand remains and tushes grow ; we thought it 
was terra firms, and landed, and remained 
there and cooh^ But when the fish's back 

Ercw wamn, he turned round, and if the ship 
ad not been at band we must hate been 
drowned.' They (hat go down to the sea in 
ships in the present time tell similar Etories : 
and perbaps the Leviathan and his mate 
menlianed by our rabbiea belonged to this 
the philoBophera -' """" 
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chapter matter deeper than philosophy, but 
which we do not want in this place." 
(Com. in Gen. i. 21.) It is true that Abat- 
band here distinctly admits the existence of 
mysteries in that chapter of the Tahnud. But 
it is equally plain, that he considered the Le- 
viathan, mentioned by the labbies, not as an 
allegory but a real creation ; and iheretbre as* 
signed it to tbe same class as the wonderful 
Ssh Been by Bar Bar Channa, unless we uke 
words as a sly insiouaiion, that the story 
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^ that 
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ouB Rabbi. 
These two great rabbles, then, did not take 
the legend of Leviathan figuratively, and we 
might add some other eimilar testimonies, hut 
that Behemoth also daima a abate of our Bt> 
teniion, and an inquiry into his nature wilt 
contribute evidence to the same effect, that 
(his legend was not taken tiguratively but 
literally. In the first place D. Levi himself 
refers us (o Job xl. 15, and there we read, 
" Behold now Behemoth, which I made wiib 
thee, he cateth grass like an oi." Here there 
certainly is no allegory. The wot^s speak of 
a living creature, and so Ihey are interpreted 
by all (he Jewish commentators, whom we 
have an opportunity of consulthig. Ralbag 



to thecl 



« of great whales. 



mmla, " Behold now Behemoth, vhich I mide 
with Oitt," ajt — 

!TK» nVni 3i«-3 p) rtrra nona l™ 'ninra 
jrvi^ ii3r rrnm o TTOQ"a mrno "C'j -far crci 
tVjis ,-n>i.-nrTO "[m? Era "i "-loin vr\ ca mnw 
■OTt pi nn p«»in Din ns -rnii dts 
*' Bchtmolh la ihe name of a great beasl. In 
the hibilahle world there ia noi a greatei than 
ft. The reaaon why the word* ' wir/i f'«re' 
•re added n, ihni it i> a land inimal, and at 
■he end he mentiona Iieviathan, which is an 
■niiral of the sea. But some la; the meaniog 
or ' with ihee ' ia, that the beasts weie created 
on the tame A»y with ihe fint Adam, but tbi« 
intetpTelation is after the manner of a drsah." 
(AbeD Km In loc) This pasaage not anly 
pm Aben Ezra's opinion aa to the Ttii 
exiatenee of Behemoth, but ahows that other 
commenuiora to whom he alludea were of the 
aame mind. Rsshi not only aaaena (he ex- 
latenee, but sajs plainly, fn^ \yKi TTKSro, 
" Behemoih, that la prepared for the time to 
oome." And again, in hia Commentary on 
Pa- 1. 10, he take* the worda, >]'*( -rvn mona, 
which we translate, " The rattle upon a ihon. 
■and hilU," at referring to " Behemoth upoo 
a thoutand bills :" and says— 

OtTO13 Dli CT tel [M 
" Thii is he that ia prepared foe the banquet 
of the time to come, for he ealt up the pro- 
duce of a thouwnd hilla in one day, and every 
day they grow ^ain." The context of theae 
•Ordi evidently show Ihst Rashi. the moat 
popular, and (he m>ist read of itll the Jewi!ih 
commentatora, looked for a real, not an alle. 
gorical, feaat upon the fleah of the Leviathan 
and Behemoth. The preceding and following 
wordt apeak cot of allegorical, but of reid 
eatOe and fowls. According to Rashi, the 
whole pansge would read tbui: — "I will 
tike no bullock out of thy house, nor he-gosla 
out of thy folds. For etoy beast of the foreat 
li mine, and Behemoth upon a thousand hills. 
I know all the fowls of the mounlahi," Slc. 
Hen, (hen, Behemoth ia introduced amongtt 
real animala all Et for food, to that it ia 
Imposiible to take it figuratiiely. Thia animal 
la also auitable in size fat so great an enter- 
tainment, he contumet the produce of a thou- 
sand moontaint every day. This wan also the 
opinion of Jonathan, for in hia Targum on the 
fllUelh Psalm he has paraphrased the Ien(fa 
vote as follows: — 

ps \a: MTns^ mrm wmm rrm ta -yi orm 
1 heAm pina wnr 'na ■fl-rt la -nm pi w-pra 
" For every beast of the wood Is mjue, and 

I have prepared for Ihe righteous in I^aiadiae 

Sure cattle, and the wild ox, that feeds every 
ay upon a thousand mountains." All theae 
tetthnonici (and many more might be added) 



t, that tl 
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real and aubatantlal feast upon 
' Leviathan and Behemoth ; and when we re- 
' member that the commentary of Rnshi is the 
' Rnt that is put into the hands of the Jewish 
youth all over the world, and that it is gene- 
rally r^arded as almost, if not aliogeiher, in- 
loired, it ia easy to conclude what ia th* 
m of the great majority of Jews, even in 



the 



1 this 



, indeed, denies that there will be 
any eating and drinking in the world CO come. 

■nh DVTan meEj uSw rr-ui ifina p« nan oVoCT 
iVna jw nm la jw Sm ■ men -iKta) rfu tta 

" In the world to come there is neither body 
nor coiporeolity, but only the soula of (he 
ilgiiteous without a body, like the miniatBing 
angels. So neither ia there eating and drink- 
ing." (Hilcholh T'shuvah c viiL 2.) But 
this is a solitary opinion, at is evident from 



Dior, who says, — 

nnn-rt «^ '»sn'w\'iSa moimt^iBuV'Ti'on 

" The words of this man ate, in my eyea, 
very neat to (hose of him who aays that there 
it no retarreclion to the body, but only to the 
soul ; and I swear by my life that this wai not 
(he opinion of our wise men of blessed me- 
moiy." Indeed Maimonidea himself ac- 
knowledges, in his CommcDtary upon the 
Misbna, that the majority of the Jews thought 
very differently of the world to come. Ho 
then enumerates Rve dassea of opiniona, 
amongtt which one is, that at that time the 
earth will bring forth clothes ready made, and 
brQad ready baked ; but in every one of the 
live, good eating and drinking is a main article. 
Of the fifih class he says,— 

tha rfntn c'r;sn 'nana nain nm mran roi 
'Tiiari rrm rr-sran taw ttn tftmm "3 cuTOim 

"And the fifth class (and they are numerout) 
include all these things, and aay that the great 
hope is, that Messiah shall come and raise the 
dead, and theyahall be gathered into Paradise 
and there shall eat and drink and be in good 
health to all eternity." (Sanhedrin, fol. US, 
col, 1.) Thia then Maimonides gives aa (he 
general expectation of the majority, and this 
expecUliOQ eiaclly agrees with the above de- 
scription of the feast to be prepared {tota 
Leviathan and Behemoth. We have, there- 
fore, not only the testimony of the most cele- 
brated rabbies to prove that this feast ia not 
allegorical but literal, but we have the still 
stronger evidence of the general eipectaliona 
of the nation aa enumerated by V '•'"- 
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D. Levi ought therefore to have said that he 
understood it allegorically, but we have seen 
that this is not the opinion of the nation, nor 
of the most celebrated rabbies. We are 
therefore warranted in saying that the prayers 
of the synagogue not only consecrate the in- 
tolerance of the Talmud, but also stamp its 
absurd legends with authority. It is surely 
not exceeding the bounds of soberness and 
modesty to call this story of the batde between 
Leviathan and Behemoth, and the feast to be 
prepared of their flesh and the salt meat of 
the female Leviathan, an absurd legend. 
David Levi evidently thought it was such, 
and was therefore glad to betake himself to 
allegory. In the Bible there is not one word 
about the killing or salting of the female 
I^eviathan, nor about the capacious stomach 
of Behemoth, which requires a thousand 
mountains daily to satisfy it. This is all the 
pure invention of the rabbies, and we ask the 
Jews whether such legends form fit subjects 
for the prayers or praises of the synagogue, or 
whether they can be acceptable in the eyes of 
the God of Israel ? We do not mean to con- 
ceal the fact, that Christian prayer-books may 
be found with legends as fabulous, and as fool- 
ish. But they are the prayer-books of former 
generations, or of those who still adhere to the 
traditions of men. With them we have no- 
thing to do. Three hundred years have now 
elapsed since our forefathers cleared out all 
such follies. But the Jewish prayer-books 
still remain unchanged, and unless the Jews 
make some vigorous effort, the legend of 
Leviathan and Behemoth will be read with all 
solemnity in the synagogues of England at 
the coming feast of Pentecost. It is grievous 
to think that that nation which once held up 
the torch of divine truth to enlighten the world 
should still abide in the darkness and super, 
stitions of the Talmud. And yet this is be- 
yond all doubt the condition of Israel, so long 
as the divine authority of the Talmud is re- 
cognised in their public prayers. Individuals 
may say, that they do not believe in its follies, 
nor cherish its intolerance, but this cannot be 
said of the majority. The pynagogue, in its 
public worship, still pronounces the male- 
dictions, and recites the legends of the oral 
law, and thus declares, in the most solemn 
manner that can be devised, that the religion 
of the Talmud is the religion of the congre- 
gation. A mere -confession of faith is nothing 



to such a declaration as this. A man may trifle 
with his fellow-men, but sentiments addressed 
to God in prayer or praise, must justly be 
considered as the language of the heart. 

How different is the doctrine of the New 
Testament. There all these monstrous fables 
are utterly rejected; there is not even an 
allusion to them. IVIahomet, confessedly 
the author of a false religion, has incorpo- 
rated not a few of the Talmudic legends into 
the Koran. But the disciples of Jesus of 
Nazareth, though they lived at a time when 
the patronisers of these fables had power, were 
altogether preserved from such absurdity. 
They have transmitted no such distorted view 
of God's dealings in creation, nor of the joys 
which he has prepared for his people in eter- 
nity. Their doctrine is, that, " Known unto 
God are all his works from the beginning 
of the world." (Acts xv. 18.) He is " The 
Father of lights, with whom is no variableness 
nor shadow of turning." (James i. 17-) They 
also give us an account of the felicity of the 
blessed, but a feast upon Leviathan or Behe- 
moth is not one of its features. <' Behold the 
tabernacle of God is with men, and he will 
dwell with them, and they shall be his people, 
and God himself shall be with them and shall 
be their God. And God shall wipe away all 
tears from their eyes : and there shall be no 
more death, neither sorrow, nor crying ; nei- 
ther shall there be any more pain, for the 
former things are passeid away." (Rev. xxi. 
3, 4.) ** Beloved, now are we the sons of 
God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall 
be ; but we know that, when he shall appear, 
we shall be like him, for we shall see him as 
he is." (1 John iiL 2.) These are the hopes 
and expectations which that body of Jews, 
who rejected the oral law, have taught us to 
entertain and to cherish. Yes, brethren of 
the house of Israel, our hope is altogether 
Jewish. We do not mean to charge upon 
" the peculiar people of God " the folly of 
the Talmud. Some of the nation forsook the 
pure Word of God, and adopted the doctrine 
of an oral law. The natural consequence was, 
that they advanced gradually farther and far- 
ther in the mazes of error ; an^ there all their 
followers continue. But we never forget that 
it was another portion of the Jewish nation 
which taught us to worship the true and living 
God. Our only wish is, that you would for- 
sake Jewish error, and embrace Jewish truth. 
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That the traditions of the Talmudists 
abound with the most absurd and incredible 
stories, is a matter of notoriety. But when a 
Talmudist is pressed with any one of these, 
as a proof tliat the oral law is not from God, 
he has a ready answer. It is an allegory, and 
contains the most profound and mysterious 
wiidom. It would be very easy to show from 
the books printed in Jewish-German, for the 
edification of the women and the unlearned, and 
where the legends are related as undoubted 
matter of fact, that this is a mere come-off. 
But we have other evidence that is indisputable. 
The liturgy of the synagogue alludes to many 
as to authentic history, and we would not be- 
lieve any one who should dare to assert, that 
the Rabbinists, in prayer, utter with their lips, 
what they do not believe in their heart. In 
the pentecost prayers, from which we have 
already quoted, we find allusion to an anecdote 
recorded of Adam, 

Ttvo rmay • D»:Dbo tit po mo • w^^ziw mt? 

which D. Levi thus translates, *' It (the 
Sabbath-day) is the end of all work above and 
beneath ; it is accounted the seventh among 
the days ; the first convocation of ^^ons ; 
holy to the Lord of hosts ; a glorious holy 
Sabbath to those who rest thereon ; it re- 
deemed the first created man from judgment; 
he chaunted a song, and appeased the wrath 
of God." (fol. 81.) Here two important 
circumstances, not mentioned by Moses, are 
alluded to. First, that the Sabbath redeemed 
Adam from judgment, and secondly, that his 
song appeased the wrath of God. They are 
found in the traditions of the rabbles at full 
length, and are related as follows :— 

]ai pwNrvT DTM D23: m\D aiw ova msw »aw3 
pb -iiTiM |n7330"j VTw pbpQ nwn '^vbD vm p3? 
r»6D vm «:n tchij m^ Tc^i "iMToun pi yrs 
Vttjo: fr bi y*^ dim ponwi vb» fvcwp ^wn 
morm «bM a^ro ]»« rron: rronaD ion: niDniD 
pw>rn Dn«b i w:'D rrmy) ratn d v wa urvyo • im: 
JVT 2"»n3 ^ 7w$J2n nD* mwa Dvcfrvffn pa"i i^art "»d« 
Tcm im ^r\ ^rwnp wrt y\ Vrmo nn« m thr^i 
tjm VTw WTpn >r>attjn or rw uvhn yian 'ratGXO 
nro DIM mm oaTia V« 'ano d"w ban: mwi dv 



ttnjn mwi rw ra"pn "pa uzrH vh id« na© b^ 
"iiDra noM:\D natn Dvb lorai ttiwd "mnn vn <* 
mn "iioran td"m bttannT *an • raxan urb "vo 
rroo >a\D t3? nrnm tea rD«:i iidm p«Mn di« 

'^y) rxrtm 

** At the seventh hour of the day, on the 
eve of the Sabbath, the first Adam was Intro- 
duced into Paradise; and the ministering 
angels were engaged in lauding and intro- 
ducing him. But between the suns, on the 
eve of the Sabbath, he was driven out, and 
went forth ; and the ministering angels were 
calling to him, and saying, ^ Adam being in 
honour abideth not : he is like the beasts that 
perish.' It is not written, ^ like a beast that 
perishes,' but ^ like the beasts that perish ;' 
i. e., they both. The Sabbath-day came, and 
became an advocate for the first Adam. It 
said bsfore God, Lord of the world, in the six 
days of the creation, nothing in the world 
was killed, and wilt thou begin with me ? 
Is this my sanctification, and ,is this my 
blessing, as it is said, < And God blessed the 
seventh day, and sanctified it.' Therefore by 
the merit of the Sabbath-day Adam was de- 
livered from the judgment of hell ; and when 
Adam saw the power of the Sabbath, he said. 
It was not for nothing, that the Holy One, 
blessed be He, blessed and sanctified it, so lie 
began singing and chanting to the Sabbath- 
day, as it is said, *• A psalm or song to or for 
the Sabbath-day.' (Ps. xcii. 1.) Rabbi Ish- 
mael says, This psalm was said by the first 
Adam, but was forgotten in all the genera, 
tions, until Moses came and restoreid it." 
(Pirke Eleazar, fol. 13, col. 3.) The Yalkut 
Shimoni gives the story substantially the 
same, excepting that when Adam said, '^ A 
psalm or song to the sabbath-day," the 
Sabbath reproved him, and said, << Dost thou 
sing hymns to me ? Come and let us both 
sing hymns to the Holy One, blessed be He, 
* It is a good thing to give thanks unto the 
Lord.' " (Ps. xcii. 1.) This, then, is the 
story which the prayer-book of the synagogue 
authenticates, by interweaving, in its addresses 
to the God of Israel, the above-quoted words 
concerning the Sabbath, *^ It redeemed the 
first created man from judgment ; he chanted 
a song, and appeased the wrath of God." 
From first to last it bears the plain marks of 
mendacity. It misrepresents the merciful 
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character of God, as if he would have de- 
stroyed Adam, had it not been the Sabbath- 
day. It ascribes a certain degree of merit to 
Adam, who had been guilty of the most in- 
excusable ingratitude to his Divine Bene- 
factor. And it directly contradicts the narra- 
live of Moses, who ascribes the mercy vouch- 
safed to the spontaneous overflowings of the 
grace of God. Besides all this, it is perfectly 
ludicrous to imagine that Adam, just driven 
out of Paradise for his disobedience, with the 
curse of the Almighty resting upon him, 
goaded by the pangs of a guilty conscience, 
And his whole frame undei^ing the mighty 
transition from immortality to corruption — it 
is perfectly ludicrous to imagine that he could 
be in a fit mood to sit down and compose a 
poem. Indeed the rabbies themselves have 
not left this story a fair appearance of credi- 
bility, for on the very same page of the 
Yalkut, where this origin of the ninety-second 
Psalm is described, another equally veracious 
incident, in the life of Adam, is assigned as 
the occasion of its composition. 

DIM »aD "noM p«MTT D"f« Tvm -noran nb ^an tdm 
>]T«» rrb'OM -[am rw»3 rra rrb tdm ]*p3 '(wtryn 
V3D Vj? ratDD '(\Wiri'n di« Vrrnn mtDDriD'i mwn 
TD »Ti» Ti«n vh mwD V© nro Vna wn 'p "tom 

• mOTD "JDN1 pttJNTt DIM TD^ 

'' Rabbi Levi says, this hymn was said by 
the first Adam. Adam happened to meet 
Cain, and said to him, What has been done in 
ibe matter of thy judgment ? He replied, I 
have repented, and been reconciled. Adam 
began to strike his forehead with his hand, 
and said, So great Is the power of repentance, 
and I did not know it! Immediately the 
first Adam stood, and said this Psalm.*' 
Thus, on the showing of the traditions them- 
selves, this legend, formally adopted in the 
prayers of the s3magogue, is a falsehood. Can 
this be acceptable worsliip ? Is it reasonable 
worship ? Is the legend itself^ in any of its 
features, worthy of Uiat great people, that re- 
ceived the law of God at Sinai ? This is the 
religion of the High-priests and Pharisees who 
rejected Jesus of Nazareth, and this the 
wisdom of those who condenmed Him, and 
that fully accounts for their conduct. Men, 
who had let loose their imaginations into the 
regions of romance and fiction, were not likely 
to love the sober truth inculcated by Jesus and 
his disciples. Their appetites were vitiated, 
and they were not satisfied with the unadorned 
narrative of Moses. They had lost all relish 
for the simple majesty of the ^^ oracles of 
€k>d." We appe^ to the native acuteness, 
and unsophisticated feeling of every right- 
minded Jew, and ask whether it is not a 
melandioly spectacle to behold the wise men 
of Israel thus trifling with the sin of Adam, 
that sad event, the source of all our woes ? 



Very diflbrent is the tone in which the New 
Testament speaks both of it, and of the mind 
of God in reference to it. " Wherefore, as 
by one man sin entered into the world, and 
death by sin ; and so death passed upon all 
men, for that all have sinned : For until tlie 
law sin was in the world ; but sin is not im- 
puted when there is no law. Nevertheless, 
death reigned from Adam to Moses, even 
over them that had not sinned after the 
similitude of Adam's transgression, who is 
the figure of Him that was to come. But not 
as the ofience, so also is the free gift. For if, 
through the offence of one many be dead, 
much more the grace of God, and the gift by 



Jesus Christ, 



grace, which is by one man, 
hath abounded unto many." (Romans 
V. 12—15.) But whatever the Jews may 
think of the New Testament representation, 
we have here shown that their liturgy con- 
tains an absurd legend, borrowed from tra- 
dition ages ago, and which remains there to 
this day. But, alas ! the very next sentence 
of the prayer, from which we have quoted, 
contains two more. 

TYiro yn\t^ ti!J3 • u*zyb nM p nrln TX)vh ttovd 

0*10*10 ^3 "1^ «*n mriT • tra^M md^jti n"o * d»:i 
N^ TO ai« niin • D'^iyoo to -n «b id»td • n^aimp 

• D»3"IE« T!3 maw* TO *D n"l3T • D*3»3 

^< It (the Sabbath) is noted as a sign and a 
witness between the heavenly Father and his 
children : observe its removids, as taught by 
the wise men, not to bring out a load from 
within; death is pronounced against those 
that profane it, either by excisbn or stoned 
with stones ; by the maima it was well known 
unto thee'in ancient days, for on the Sabbath 
that food did not descend ; the necromancers 
were not answered onU ; remember that on it 
the incomprehensible riven resteih,** Amongst 
the other honours of the Sabbath-day, and the 
other testimonies to its sacredness, this prayer 
recounts two miracles. The one, that necro- 
mancers could not bring up the dead on that 
day; the other, the weekly Sabbatarian rest 
of the river Sambation. The first of these 
miracles has been left by D. Levi without 
notice or explanation. He thought, perhaps, 
that it would not do in English. But to the 
second, the resting <^ of the incomprehensible 
river*" he has attached the following note. 

*' * This denotes the river pTDMDj said to 
rest on the Sabbath from throwing up stones, 
&c. which it does all the week. See Sanhedrin, 
fol. Ixv. 2; Yalkut on Isaiah, fol. IIL 1; 
Pesikta, Tanchuma, sect. MtTn *> See also 
Shalsheleth Hakkabala, and Juchsin." 

D. Levi himself thus acknowledges, that 
no allegory is here intended, but that the 
Jews do really believe that there is a river 
that throws up stones all the week, and rests 
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on (he SabbK(h-da]'. Miny and vaiioui are ! 
the *uounU which the nbblea give of it, but | 
we ih»U confine DuTMlm lo one or other of 
D. Leii's reference*, vhicb also throw light 
upon (he aubject of the necmmaneerk 

noiy^ pai50-m nw li ion □■nti nv noni 
TO- Ti -f) MTOHp -^n n-^ 10K 'as ncn "aa roc -as 

mT' 31M '»3 TOl' ]TT!3D TTTJ lb "CM HTO* 'm»m 

■ ruiffii TOT rrteo pro rrw van "jc -nap 

" Tumui Rufui, the wicked, alw proptraed 
(hUque«don to Jt.Akivn, laying, Why ii the 
Sabbath-day belter than other days P He re- 

eied. Why art thou greater than other men P 
e Biuwered, So ii the will of my Master. 
The rabbi aiud. So ia it with the Sabbath, 
neh ia the wUl of God. Tumua Rufus laid. 
But 1 mem to gay, who will prove to me that 
thta day ii the Sabbath-day? The rabbi 
aniwend, Theriver Sambation will prove ihi>; 
—a DEciomaucer will prove ibii;— the grave 
{rf thy father will prove thin, for the smoke 
iott not aicend from it on the Sabbaih." 
(Sanhed. foL B5, col. 2.) In bis commentary 
upon thia paaaage, Raahiaayi of the Sambation, 

"pm ffOTO rawn rno" hii C3':a» 'n> inn -m 

"The Sambation ii a certain river of 
atODCi, which rotk along all the daya of the 
weelt, but on the Sabbath-day it ia perfectly 
aiill." He aUo eipiaina to us what ia meant 
by the imoke not ascending from the grave on 
Ibc Sabbath-day, in the followiDg note : 
rfiro rm njinn nw te DiDTi Dimrm lis 'JO nap 

' ^TQTO DarT"! "PtJlD rQ^l FTITOI pTl TTKW ^W 

" On all the other days of the year a amolu 
ascended from llie grave of the father of 
Tumua It uiiia, for he was iu&ermg the judg- 
ment of burning, but on the Sabbalh-day, iht 
tinners in bell have rest." Whether Tumu! 
Bnttis aaw the amokc or not. the Talmod doea 
not Inform ua, but the Beiesbith lUbba, 
another work of eqaal credibility in aui ' 
nuMlera of fact, tells the atory a little more 
knoth, and Informa ua that he waa not sati 
Bed with the argument drawn from the rii 
Sambation. R. Akiva therefare advised hi 
to dte bis father tiom the dead on the Sabbath 
and the other days, and that this experiment 
would convince him. To this Tutnus RufuE 
consented, and the results are deacribed in (he 
following words: — 

TUP n-TOirx nrpoT p nan rrb -row rrpC" 
■rrtSK'jrotJinMjnrvio'iarrtBno'iCFa -itTonH 

■ wro oataw ramrt m iqod inra ta to V'n 
W tes '31 * ■»« ' iTTO 'm viiH -roeia tnn po 

■ l*™ on* raoai ' rotmmo'tafftonnwoDi'' 
i fmj i» rowai ■ pm >m nam ma- to i'' iw 



1 every day of th» 



'* HIa father came n 
ek, but on the Sabbait 
. On the fint day of the' week he broughl 
n up again, and Baid lo him, Father, hast 
lu been made a Jew amce thy death ? why 
it that thou cnmeat up on all the other 
!> of the week, but not on Sabbath? 
! repliedi Whosoever will not keep (he 
bbs^ voluntarily in vour world, muat keep 
leteinapiteofhimseir He then aaid. Father, 
lisve you then got work on the other daya of 
the week, and rest on the Sabbath ? The 
father rqilied. On the other days of the week 
we are judged, but on tlie Sabbath ne are at 
test." (ilereahi[hBBbba,fol.8,ool. 4.) Such 
ire the legends which the Jewiih Prayer- 
[KKik, DD (he aolenin feaat of Pentecost, 
'tamps with all the authority of authentic 
liiatory. Is it necesury to pmve to the Jena 
:if England that both these sloiica are utterly 
imttue ? Is it necessary to say, that there ia 
[lot, and never waa, auch a river as the Sam- 
balion F Within a century the world has 
been explored in every direction. From 
Cooke lo Kolzebue the alohe has been many 
circumnavigated, but none has brought 
ds any tidings of the Sambation. Since tha 
of Benjamin of Tudela, and Abiaham 
Peritso!, there has been a host of adventurous 
UBvellers, hut none had the luck lo behold the 
miraculous torrent of the Sambalian. Inlhiaverj 
dty Jews are occnaionaJly found Irom every part 
of the world, but from (he banks of the Sam. 
'ation no messenger has yet arrived. The 
'hole accoont is a Action, and is unwoitby of 
place in the prayers of the Jews of England. 
The tame may be said of the necromancera, 
rho obtam no answer on the Sabbath-day. 
tisnothing more than a clever fiction. By the 
iw of Sloses necromancy is forbidden to the 
ewa, and therefore the inventor weU knew 
hat no pious Jew would ever make the ei. 
^leiimenC either on the Sabbath or the other 
days. The story of Tumus Bufua, and hia 
father, as tokl in (be Serethith Rabba, is 
plunly contrary, even to the asserlions of the 
ral law itselE The father Is made to Bay, 
Whosoever wilinot keep the Sabbath volun. 
irily in your world, must keep it here, in 
spite of himself )" which implies that all, who 
do not keep the Jewish Sabbath, muat be 
punished in the flames of hell; whereas the 
oral law says that (he ohienance of (he Sab- 
bath is not required of the sons of Noab. 
When (his prayer was iniroduced into (he 
liturgy of the synagogue we know not, but 



then 



and i] 



e aborl 



graph contains three downright falaehooda. 
iDatid Levi himself pomta ua to B. Akivg as 
I the author of the last two ; and accordmgly 
I the Talmud records (he original reference to 

the hutuieBS of the necromancers and the 
I river Sambation, as proceeding firom the mouth 

of that great Babbi. Tbig brings ut back to 



T2 



the time immediately succeeding the rejection 
of Jesus of Nazareih, and shows us the super. 
stitioD and the falsehood of those who re- 
jected him. Either R. Akiva invented these 
things himself, and then he is guilty of deli- 
berate falsehood, or he received these accounts 
from others who went before him, and then he 
was a superstitious man, and the guilt of in- 
venting falsehood is thrown back on the earlier 
rabbies. What is to be thought then of the 
wisdom of those men who were weak enough 
to believe, or wicked enough to invent such 
absurd fables ? Yet these are the men who 
opposed Christianity, and this is the system 
which a large portion of the Jewish nation 
has preferred for 1700 years. That the 
Rabbinical Jews have firmly believed these 
legends is plain. They occur in the Talmud, 
whose authority is regarded as divine. They 
are repeated by Rashi, Ramban, Bechai, and 
a whole host of the most esteemed Jewish 
writers. They have formed a part of the 
synagogue service for centuries, and are still 
found in the prayer-books of the English 
Jews, to testify that they are not yet emanci- 
pated from the chains of superstition. If they 
had been, if any considerable number of Jews 
had been convinced of the falsehood of these 
stories, they would never have suffered them 
to remain in the worship of God. It is 
utterly impossible to suppose that men would 
sanction the solemn propagation of falsehood, 
and yet whenever the Pentecost prayers are 
read or printed, there the fables of Behemoth 
and Leviathan, Adam and the Sabbath, 
Tumus Rufus and the Sambation, are 
solemni)' accredited to the world as worthy of 
all belief and honour. The fact that they 
constitute a part of a solemn address to 
Almighty God, and that not from an indivi- 
dual, but from the congregation of Israel, 
gives them a sanction that nothing else could 
confer. The foreign Jew who comes to 
England from some country where there is 
not so much light, might, if he found such 
fables struck out of the English synagogue 
service, obtain a little light, and go back to 
his countrymen with the news, that the en- 
lightened English Jews have rejected all these 
absurdities ; and thus the moral emancipation 
of the nation might be prepared throughout 
the world. But no; the superstitious Tal- 
mudist from Turkey, or from Barbary, or ths 
North, arrives in England, goes to the syna- 
gogue, and finds the same fables and the 
same superstitions that he had learned in 



his less -favoured native land, and returns 
as he came. Perhaps he takes with him a 
copy of the synagogue prayers, printed in 
London, and exhibits to his countrymen Be- 
hemoth and lieviathan, the necromancers and 
the Sambation, adorned with all the beauty 
of English printing, paper, and binding. 
There is surely a great and solemn respon- 
sibility resting on those Israelites who do :iot 
believe these fables, to protest against their 
admission into the prayers of the Synagogue. 
The honour of the nation, the welfare o 
their brethren, and the glory of God, all call 
for such a public protestation. The Jewish 
nation is a great and intellectual people, 
highly gifted by God with those powers that 
adorn and dignify humanity. But this is not 
the estimate formed by the world at large. 
Why not ? Because the world at large 
knows only the fables and absurdities of the 
Talmud, but is ignorant of the real monu- 
ments of Jewish genius. What can be said 
then by an advocate for the Jews, to one who 
holds the Jewish mind cheap ? All argu- 
ments will prove powerless as long as these 
instances of superstition and folly are contained 
in the Jewish prayers. . The objector will 
still point to them, and say, If you want to 
know what men really believe, do not look at 
their controversial works, or their r.pologetic 
writings, but examine their prayer-book. 
Consider not what they say to man, but listen 
to what they say to God. There they are 
sincere. What can we answer to this argu- 
ment ? Can we say that all the follies and 
intolerance of former generations are ex- 
punged ? No, whether from love or from 
listlessness, there they abide to this day. 

But the honour of the nation is but of 
small weight compared with its spiritual and 
temporal prosperity. The English Jews 
might, by erasing all such passages, and 
thoroughly reforming their prayer-book, prove 
a blessing to their brethren scattered through 
the world. Do the intelligent and enlightened 
part of the nation really wish to raise their 
brethren in the moral scale ? It must be done 
by purifying their religious notions. There 
is an inseparable bond of union between reli- 
gion and moral virtue. Superstition degrades 
and enfeebles the mind. But zeal for the glory 
of God calls still more loudly upon every de- 
vout Israelite to vindicate the honour of that 
revelation, which God consigned to their care, 
and which is obscured by these fabulous 
additions. 
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FRIDAY, MAY 20, 1836. 



Ome of Ihe niMt glorious circumsluicei in 
die natlDiul histocj of Iirael, as well as on. 
of ihe most BKlrBordinarjr facu in the records 
of mankind, ii Ihe descent of the Lord God 
upon niount Sinai to ptocJaim (lie law, Olo. 



suddenly ii 



the chsrsdeT of a 



ii for len 



, foi Dl 






inhea 



the voice of ihe Lord, toeaking out of thi 
midst of thefire, as Israel heard. The diepU; 
of Ood'* grace and favour ia Ihe glorj of hia 
people, and here ihef were both diaplayed pre- 
eminently. The grandeur and awfulneis of 
the aeeae we cannot now enter upon, except 
(o rnimrli, that the grandeur of the reality ii 

aualled by the dignity of ihe narradvc, which 
oaea has left us in the sixth and xxth chap. 
ten of Kiodue. None but an in»pired hislo. 
rian could hiive, treated an event, so honourable 
to his natioD, wiih Euch majestic simplicity. 
The slyle and tone furnish an irresislible evi- 
dence to the trulhoflhe relation. And perhaps 
(his evidence ia much strengthened by Ihe 
contTiut preteoted in the writings of Ihe rab- 
ble*. There il no part of ihe Scripture history 
which they have more amplified by addi- 
tions of their owa { as plainly stamped nith 
falsehood, as the Ditiec with truth. We have 
here a wide Beld before us, but shall confine 
ourselves to those legends, which are authen- 
ticated in the synagc^ue prafen for the anni- 
versary of ihat great event. In (he morning 
service for the second day is found an account 
of the giving of the law, in which tlie following 
wonderful passage occurs : — 

arr'Ts fvy;3 rto ■ rmsiz dwtw tmp niws 



" Dread eeiied the holy hosts 



n thoi 



iviih feal 
. Pr.y, 



i, fol. 



they reieived the pure 
tremor." (D. Levi's P 
150.) Here is a circumaUncc in the gi' „ 
flf the law, which few readers of (be Fenta- 
tnich will remember. All will grant (hat (o 
■ee Mount Sinai hanging over them, like a 
tub oc BQ extinguisher, was a very dreadful 
*igh(, if It really liappened. But surely every 
reasonable Israelite will inquire upon what 
evidence it rests'? In alllbe previous history 



dage, and exhibitina miracle after 
a their safety or their neeesiity re- 
quired ; how is it, (hen, that He appeal* lo 



law, the Talmi 



tyrant or ■ 
, leady to drop the mighty mountain 
heads of his people, and cover them 
er under the rocky mass f Aloaei 
light ^upon file subject. The oral 
iplain the mystery. 

itan-a wan -a tyijn y'm Tin irmnaiasm 
arf> ■at\ m-a -nn rtt crr^ Wjpn tojo iota 
fnn DW itrt OKI sBiQ rnirn o'^jpo ont qm 
mi «mo jtoo :9J" "-a win yi tw namiap 

" And Ihey stood at the nether part of the 
mountain (or beneath the mountain). (Exod. 
lit 17.) R. Avdimi, the son of Chama, tha 
ton of Cbasa, says, These words leach un that 
the Holy One, blessed be He, turned tho 



r Ihem like a 



tub, a 



them. If ye will receive the Uw', well j I 
not, iliere shall be your grave. R Acbft, 
the son of R. Jacob, sayt, This is a great 
confession for the law." (Shabbaih, fol, 88, 1.) 
From ihia extract it appears that the whole 
foundation of the fable is a sort of pun upon 
the words inrrnnnrH" beneath the mountain," 
or as the English translators rightly have it, 
" at the nether part of the mountain." R. 
Avdimi thought that these words meant, as 
Rashi says, 'OOO Tnn mn " under ihe moun. 
lain in Ihe strictest sense of the words." But 
ilien the pussle was how the Israelites got Into 
that situation. R. Avdimi's imagination sup. 
plied the rest. But in the lirsi place the 
word nrinn occurs often enough in both 
the singular and plural, but never has this 
signification. In the second place ihis fable 
directly contradicts the Mosaic account. God 
had already sent notice to inform the people of 
Lhe giving of (he law, and Ihcy had rtphed 
>' Alt that the Lord hath spoken we will do " 
(V. a) In the third place, if the mountain 
was turned over them like a tub, how did 
.Uosea get up to Ihe top, and wliat neces. 
■ity was there for the command, '■ Go down, 
charge llie people lest they break through ?'' 
&c. (V. 21.) And, lastly, if the law was 
Ibrccd upon the Israelites contrary io their 
wish, cannot they make this an apology for 
disobedience? Is not this what R. Acha, 
the SOD of Jacob, actually does, when he says, 
"This is a great confession for the law?" 
So at least Rashi enpiains his words. 



" A great conreaaion, for if he call them I 

upon yaiirwWes, thej tiav 
answer, Uiat thef werC foiced (0 reccire it." 
(Baihi CoDiineiit. in loc.) And this bble, 
contiarj to Ihe nartative of Moies, derogatory 
to Ihe mercy of God, and aubvmive of the 
windplc of human KBponsibility, the rabbies 
DBTe inlroducid bto the prayen of '"" " " " " 
gc^ue, and there it EliU standi as an evidence ' 
of the abseoce of God'a Spirit from thoae, who 
rejected Jesus of Naiareih, and imposed the 
oral law upon Israel. But this want of wia- 
dom appears not only in ihe nalure of the ad- 
diiionn, chich they have made la the Word of 
God, but alto in the conflicting statements 
wliich these additions contain; In the legend, 
just given, Israel is represented as having been 
unwilling to receive Ihe lav, and yet In the 
morning service for the first day of Penlecnst, 
we have an allusion to another legend, which 
deicribea the great reward bestowed upon 
tbem, because they received it with such a 
ready mind. 
' fcnpn WMui nwji ■ ityte rnrn ^ iup Dn I 

■ UTTM m*! njiroVi naiW? ■ lun nira 
" They willingly took the yoke of his law 
upon ihcm, and caused (he expression. We 
will do, to precede ^ We will hearken ;' heforc 
they heard it the; said, 'We will do,' and 
which was accounted for righleousness to 
them; and they were digniSed with two 
crowns ; and rendered awful with the sove- 
reignty of the priesthood, and the Levitical in- 
iliiuUon." (Pemecost Prayers, fol. BO.) Al 
first light it would appear " ' 



rD«3 im irwi rrosj tia in» nnro •jb i^i 
■wte man nnwsi nwo vtt ^wto" ihctto pTi 

" In the hour when Israel caused, ' We 






six hundred thousand m 



'ested hi 



10 deno 



! either the 



priesthood and the levitical 
roonarchy and the priesthood. But then i 
difficulty occurs why are only (»o ctowiii 
meniJoned ? Every one knows thai in a figu- 
rative sense the oral law sayi that Israel ii 
crowned with three crowns, as it is said, 
jmrro iroi mm tto Vto- rm ann oto 
imate TTOi 
" Israel is crowned with three crowns, ttu 
crown of the lav, and the crown of the priest. 
bood,Bndthe crown of the kingdom." (Ililchoth 
Tahnud Torah, chap. iii. 1.) Why then 
does this prayer only mention two ? It u 
because it refers to a totally differenl drcum- 
slBBce. The number of the crowns, aud the 
reason assigned for their bestowal, " because 
Ibey caused the expression * We tfill do,* to 
precede ' We will hearken^' " both identify the 
■llusiim >a being made to Ihe following Tal- 



We will 

do i* and the second answering to ' We will 
liearken.' But when Israel sinned, there 
dercended twelve hundred thousand evil an- 
gels, and look them away : as It is said, ' The 
<:hi]dten of Israel stripped themselves (or were 
stripped) of their onuments by the mount 
Horeb.'" (Ex.ixxiii.6.) (ghabbath, fol. 88, 
i.) Here, then, is noallegor7,noaUusiantothe 
allegarieal cniwns of Isi^, but a narrative of 
a supposed fuel, which occurred in the history 
of each of the six hundred thousand Isiaehles, 
who went forth from Egypt. The com. 
mentary in the Talmud evidently treats this 
US a grave and authentic history, for it tells us 
the material, of which the crowns were com- 
i»,ed. 

•y rriDD a'mzta -prt va TVt ^ bito 'to 
ivffi-ns 
" The two crowns were crowns of glory, 
therefore when Hoses wore them (he skin of 
Ilia face shone." From this it is evident (hat 
ihe labbinists eonsidered (his legend to be as 
authentic as (he laet recorded in the Bible 
(Exod. xxiiv. 30), (hat the skin of Aloses' 
face shone. They were not satisfied wiih ihe 
onour conferred upon Moses, but were led by 
vain.giorioas feeling to extend it to every 
idividua] Israelite, and to add, what is not 
ud of M osei, but what increases the marvtd- 
lusness of the narrative, that six hundred 
thousand angela descended for the purpose' of 
crowning Israel, and that twice that number 
necessary for the removal of the crowns 
: conferred. But how does this story 
agree with the former ? If the Israelites were 
- npelled to receive the law sgsinst their will, 
by die terroia of the mountain hanging over 
theb heads, what great merit was there to de. 
larve these two crowns ? If the Israelites 
were so willing, and received such a glorious 
— ard, what necessity was there for turning 
mountain over them like a tub ? These 
ies are Inconsistent in themselves, and 
utterly withonlfoundatirai in the Word of God, 
and are ihetefon most unworthy of a place 
in (he prayers of Israel. But this prayer has 
other particulars equally wonderful, to which 
we proceed. A sentence or two farther on, 
ibis prayer itcKribes (he efiect which the de- 
livery of the ten commandmenli produced 
upon IiraeL 



'ra rwaim onmn < loSij -mm i-o-a nnni i 

; lOMlJ WWOm II DTO ■ ItW W3 -iVio ! 
*' When he spake the linl noid, bis world ' 
wai lenifled, and when ihey heard two com- 
mHodineatB) they moved backward the apace 
oftwenty.four'j'cmileB." {Pentecost Prayers, 
foL 870 To undemtand this, wc must Bgsla ■ 
refer to the Tdmud, which gives us the par- | 
ticulan. 

\m rTaiTTT nra kto tdti lun ta li'ai irx* 
pTa rrren ■ovifa wn Vo i"- jmir™^ Viw | 
jiTiT ipn in p-TT jvnT twos -a^o 'ww jniw | 
!im' »^ j 

" Aabbi Joshua, the son of Levi, says, as I 
each oommsndmeDt proceeded from thejnouth 
of tbe Holy One, bteued be He, Isrsel le- 
tteited twelve mile», and the miniitering | 
mgds led them back, as it is said, ' the I 
■ngelsof thehoit did fleespace.' (Ps.lxviii. 
13.) Do not read pTT- ' they fled ;* but pTT I 
'they led,"' (Shabbwh, fol. 88,2.) In this ' 
short pasiage we have two deliberate altera. 
lions of the Wotd of God, in order to square 
it with tbia absurd tradition. In the Grat 
place, rmos 'ate "Kings of boats" is 
changed into nwu ':itira " angels of hosts," 
and in the second place, " They fled," is 
changed into " they led." These alteraiiong 
do of Ibemselres throw discredit upon the 
story which requires them, and not only 
npon thla story, but upon the whole oral 
law, which allows such trifling with the 
Word of God. But our business is at 
present with the legend, and as it is told a 
lillle more drcunutaniially in the Jalkut, it 
will be well to give that version of it also. 

p-jri jnnm Vn iTO cat) jimnn^ pmi 'larw 
ifoi ta 'is in rwa-iwi crma -n to tct "i» 
Vo n'Srw trriHD am imw p^ro iwma -vaTi 

ITirp ]TTrp p-nr mas oto tcihmj ayn* r- 

'. miTD p'^T iO^IJ 
" ' They removed and stood afar ofl"' 
(Eiod. XX. 18.)--8 distance of twelve miles. 
This shows us that Israel retreated backwaids 
twelve miles, and then advanced fonvBrds 
twelve miles, altogether twenty-four miles, as 
each commaudment was delivered. Thus 
ibey travelled in that day two hundred and 
. forty miles. At that lime the Holy One, 
blessed be He, said to the miniatering angels, 
Descend and help your brethren, for it is 
said, 'The Kings of hosts did lead, did lead.' 
(Ps.lxviii. 13.) That is, they led when they 
wenL and they led them when they relumed/' 
(Jalkut Shimoni, part i. fol. 63, 1.) It is 
hardly needful to point out the sbsurdily of 
this DaiTstion. Just think of the Israehtes 
ranning away tttelve miles, when they heard 
* commandment, and then brought back 



How 

which Moses has left I We~ ask every inleU 
ligent Israelite what he thinks ? Is this story 
a falsehood? If so, why is it left in the 
prayers of the synagogue ? If it stood alone, 
we might suppose that by some oversight or 
other it had crept in, but we have already 
noticed many like it, and the very neit 
sentence of this tame prayer contuna another. 
iriD ' D^sn rnniw imn ■ dVib diA trh wtm 
TTTiT TtPD ■ D'Tmrr Trfrf^ Wt ■ uWin "tt^ otrp 
'ocpi icra^ ■ c^ia im ^wiop 'a» • xAs -en 
DWT viov • dWj m m rro ii ■fttwji ■ oMp^ 

" When he came down to speak to the 



laid tiold on them ; pain troubled ihem 
woman in traiail ; they were sluken and dis- 
turbed, and their shadow departed from them; 
they all came to Kemuel, ID divine with their 
erroneous divinations, and asked him, What 
is this that hath happened lo tbe world ? Per. 
hops the world is this day to retutn to itt 
chaos." The preceding story told us what 
happened to Israel, Ihe allusion in this sen- 
tence tells us of the terror which came upon 
the Geoiiles ; but lo uoderstaiul the allusion, 
we must again refer to Ihe Talmud. 
"i"Mn3i (Oi roo TTSiaiB rro po p3 w' savri 

tlSi Ina *VTC BDTI7 ]fKBJ riOrfTO TDIK 3WVT '^ 

rmonrf'T avrrt ras nwi ptoi!™wnn'«ftrTn 
I'np 'jwnrt rmn rwrowaw snu min jrva Tsm 
jmnn tiran mrnu tei idtd iri cfren fjido -fjvt 
'oiM 1^31 ^3VT3i ':» nrtt ttoni Tn^iia mn 
Vip no i'' TTOW rmn cah3 ^ dro laapro "ras 
art IBM cyurt to irro tro« ■urna) ifflu poin 
rf'jpn flim ■!» cVart -paT^ inw iv? Vnob 'n 
i:'H c>o ia ^30 1^ TTDH drafy Van wm inwj 
tocun'TTriarnn's 'MJiwownSutao V3«"io 
■jip nrn -wy ta rmwn wmj »wu -03 prt -rat* 
rvu li vf rrniD mtin jrA inw lawamu mn jionn 
M-cuiD DTip min IS "pm liM* nnw nirnw tiu 
ire* jrr lort iw Ti ':© kJ) wrrt Trai nVon 
i B-hni TC» nK -pa- tr i-nam oii3 
" ' And Jethro ihe priest of Midian heard.' 
(Eiod. iviii. 1.) What was it that he heard 
which induced him to come and be a proselyte ? 
R. Joshua says, he heard of the war with 
Amalek, for immediately before it is written, 
' And Joshua discomfited Amalek and his 
people with the edge of his sword.' (Exod. 
zviL 13.) R. Elieier, the Modite, says, he 
heard Ihe giving of the law, fbr when the law 

end of the world to the other, and all the 
nations of tiie world were seized with trem. 
bling in their Umples, and they repeated a 
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hymn, as it is said, ' In his temple doth 
every one speak of his glory.' (Psalm xxix. 
9.) They gathered themselves together to 
Balaam the wicked, and said to him, What is 
the voice of the tumult which we have heard ? 
Perhaps a flood is coming upon the world. 
He replied, ' The Lord siiteth upon the 
flood ; yea the Lord sitteth King for ever.* 
(Verse 10.) The Holy One, blessed be He, 
has sworn long since that He will not bring a 
flood upon, the world. They replied. He 
will not bring a flood of waters, but He will 
bring a flood of Are ; for it is said, '• By Are 
will the Lord plead.' (Isai. IxvL 16.) He 
answered them. He has sworn long since that 
He will not destroy all flesh. What, then, 
is the voice of the tumult which we have 
heard ? He said to them, God has had a 
most desirable good in the house of his trea- 
sures, which has been treasured up with him 
for nine hundred and seventy-four generations 
before the creation of the world, and he now 
seeks to give it to his children, for it is said, 
*Tbe Lord will give strength to his peo- 
pie.' Then they all began and said, ^The 
Lord will bless his people with peace.'" 
(Ps. xxix. 11.) (Zevachin, fol. 116, 1.) 
This is the fable to which your prayers refer, 
and which all Israel throughout the world is 
taught to believe, and to commemorate in the 
solemn act of public worship. That it is a 
mere fable is very easy to prove. First, it 
contradicts the narrative given by Moses. 
This fable says that the tremendous noise made 
at the giviiig of the law brought Jethro to 
Moses — that this was what he heard. But if 
you will read the whole verse, from which the 
Talmud quotes a few words, you will find 
that there was no occasion for asking what 
Jethro heard, for Moses himself expressly 
tells us what he heard, and why he came. 
•* When Jethro, the priest of Midian, Moses' 
father-in-law, heard of all that God had done 
for Moses, and for Israel his people, and that 
the Lord had brought Israel out of Egypt, 
then Jethro," &c. (Exodus, xviii. 1—5.) 
If you will read the whole chapter, you will 
find that Jethro was come and gone before 
the law was given, and consequently before 
the tremendous noise was made ; so that it 
is utterly false that this was the cause of his 
coming. Secondly, that all the nations 
heard the voice of God is false, for it also 
contradicts the language of Moses, who makes 



it the peculiar privilege of Israel, that they 
alone heard the voice. *' Did ever people 
hear the voice of God speaking out of the 
midst of the fire, as thou hast heard, and 
live ?" (Deut. iv. 33.) liastly, this story is 
palpably absurd. The Talmud represents 
Balaam, andrhis Gentile contemporaries quoting 
Scripture like two rabbies, and that, hundreds 
of years before the portions which they quote 
were written. They both quote the xxixth 
Psalm, a Psalm of David, about 500 years 
before he was born, and the Gentiles quote the 
Ixvith of Isaiah above 700 years before it 
was written ! And your rabbies have not 
been content to keep this absurd and foolish 
story in the Talmud, but have inserted it in 
the prayers for the solemn festival of Pen. 
tecost. According to these prayers, you are 
taught to believe that, at the giving of the 
law, God turned mount Sinai over the people 
of Israel like a tub, and compelled them to 
receive the law against .their will ; and yet 
that, for their ready obedience, six hundred 
thousand angels were sent down to crown each 
man with two crowns. You are taught to 
believe that when the commandments were 
given, Israel walked backwards and forwards 
two hundred and forty miles. And that the 
voice of God was so loud that it was heard 
by all the nations of the world, who all went 
to Balaam, and all knew and quoted the 
Psalms and the prophets, centuries before they 
were written. This is what you have got by 
following the oral law. It is in vain for you 
to say that you do not believe these things — 
there they stand in your Prayer-b<)ok. If you 
do not believe them, why do you leave them 
there ? But whatever individuals may say, 
it is evident that the compilers of the Jewish 
Liturgy heartily believed every word of them, 
and therefore introduced them into their 
prayers. And it is equally certain that, 
wherever the Talmud maintains its authority, 
these fables form a part of the faith of Israel. 
But some will say, .We do not believe them. 
Why not ; Do you disbelieve them because 
they are true ? No, but because they are 
false. Then you confess that the oral law 
contains downright palpable falsehoods, and 
that in many of its narrations it is not worthy 
of credence. Of what value, then, is the oral 
law, and what credit can we give to the au- 
thors of it, who did not scruple to invent these 
foolish stories ? 
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Nearly eighteen centuries have now 
elapsed since a large proportion of the Jewish 
nation deliberately chose Rabbinisra in pre- 
ference to Christianity. The great question 
between Jews and Christians b, whether those 
persons made a right choice. The means of 
answering the question are within our reach. 
The oral law exists, diffused through the vo- 
lumes of the Talmud, and compressed in the 
prayers of the synagogue. There we can look 
for it, and judge of its spirit and its intrinsic 
excellence and evidence. The Rabbinists say, 
that the oral law was given to Moses on 
Mount Sinai, and that the oral law, which 
they now possess, is identically the same as 
that then received ; and they appeal in proof 
of this assertion to the continuity of its trans- 
mission from father to son down to the pre- 
sent day. The Christian objects that this oral 
law is full of fables. The Talmudist replies 
by making a distinction between the D^2n 
the laws and the Agadah, or legendary part ; 
and the Christian is satisfied or silenced until 
he opens the Jewish Prayer-book, and finds 
that the most absurd and improbable of all 
the Talmudic legends are there recognised as 
undoubted verities, and integral parts of mo- 
dem Judaism. Many of these, and sufilicient 
to annihilate all claims which the oral law can 
make to truth, have been examined, but as 
this part of the subject is important, two more 
must be considered before we can at present 
take leave of them. In the sentence immediately 
following our last extract from the Jewish 
prayers we read as follows : — 

*rD3 tarorn ta^a • Drr\n« tvoish D n T iym 
»D • Dm rm M^ DID te"j • DrrVatjnb nm crm 

Which D. Levi thus translates, " And every 
generation, and its governors that existed be- 
fore them, and those that rose after them, were 
all placed at Mount Sinai with them, to let 
them know, that the intelligent generation 
was more acceptable than them ; to make them 
understand good judgment and knowledge: 
there was no blemish in them, for they were 
entirely perfect." (Pentecost Prayer, p. 87.) 
The assembling of the living nation of Israel, 
to hear the voice of the Creator, was not grand 



enough for the rabbies, they have therefore 
added that the souls of all the unborn gene- 
rations were present to hear and receive the 
law. The comparison of this tradition with 
some already considered suggests several in- 
teresting topics for inquiry. For instance, 
whether these souls were under the mountain 
or not when it was turned over them — whether 
they performed the journey of two hundred 
and forty miles backwards and forwards at the 
giving of the ten commandments, &c. ? But 
the authority, which this tradition confers on 
the oral law, demands our more immediate 
attention, and is particularly manifest, in that 
version of the story, which is found in Me« 
drash Rabba. 

ib2p "1111 in ten ni«a:nr6 D>Tr» D^«^i:rnD no 
i\D« n« ^D hiTPsrh nrd now two p^ ^:*d tto 
la^ay no la^M "»«?« rwi divt iu\t^ "i:d» hd i:©* 
^^yy^ "i3r« «^« ]wd 3Tid i^h dvh -rair la^ay • urn 
WDO Dns ^«t7 mtranb rmTi3?n nTo^^n iS* ditt 

-an MTTD i^aiM «in pi ib^ rw tep nnw irw te 

TTi ^2T3 Tra "tTa TnmzT^ nnrt nns^u on^ ti 
rpTTir pi • mwiDnnb ni«n ib nsro vh ttsw rrrm 
TOraw Di^ Twtf* iD« *:« D« rmvn nro tow 
MS* rwirr rwii:n rw ^ntep ^n^^rr d« 'td2 rmn 
lb ]n3 vh i^D3? ■» imni *:rf?«j DTfS< ^ rtrm 
>3*Do ibap "Qbn D>ra:n te «Vi • mNnann*? nysn 
te "OTi in tea Dnoiyn onDann r|« mS* ^rwoa 
n« nQi« Min pi *3T>d iVm? rw bap ittni ttw 
J DStefp te bN ^* -QT vhtun mrm 

^* ' And Ood spake all these words, saying.' 
(Exod. XX. 1.) R. Isaac says, that all those 
things, which the prophets were to prophesy 
in every generation, they received from Mount 
Sinai, for so Moses says to Israel, <^ But with 
him that standeth here with us this day, and 
also with him that is not here with us this 
day.' (Deut. xxix. 15.) Here in the latter 
clause, it is not said, ^ That standeth with us this 
day,' but * With him that is not here with 
us this day.* These are ^he souls that were 
to be created, who had, no corporeal existence, 
and of whom therefore it could not be said 
that they stood there. But although they did 
not exist in that hour, every one of them re- 
ceived his own, and so it is written, ^ The 
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burden of the Word of the Lord to Israel in 
the hand o£ Makchi.* (MaL i. 1.) Here it is 
not said in the days of Malachi, but in the 
hand of Malachi, for this prophecy had been 
long since in his hand, even from Mount 
Sinai: but up to that time permission had 
not been given him to prophesy. In like 
manner Isaiah says, ' From the time that 
it was, there am I.* (Isaiah xlviii. 16.) 
Isaiah means to say, From the day that the 
law was given there was I, and I received this 
prophecy, only * Now the Lord God and His 
Spirit hath sent me ;* that is, until then per- 
mission had not been given him to prophesy. 
But it was not the prophets only who received 
their prophecy from Sinai, but also the wise 
men in every generation, each one of them re- 
ceived his own from Sinai, and so it is said, 
' These words the Lord spake unto all your 
congregation.' (Deut. v. 22.)" Shemoth 
Kabba Parashah 28.) The object of this fable 
is very plain, it is to clothe the rabbles with 
infallible authority. It is here asserted that 
the rabbles of every generation were all present 
at the giving of the law, and each received 
immediately from Sinai those legal decisions 
and doctrines which he was to communicate 
to the world, and consequently every thing, 
that a rabbi teaches, is infallibly right and 
true, and as authoritative as the words of 
Moses and the prophets, for '< God spake all 
these words," as this legend interprets this 
verse. The rabbles of every generation are 
included, so that according to this tradition 
the wise men of Israel, even in this degenerate 
time, still deliver infallible instructions, 
which they received more than three thousand 
years ago from the mouth of God himself. 
But this fable avers too much. If all Israel 
was present at Sinai, and each individual, 
whether prophet, or rabbi, or layman, received 
the law at that time, what use was there in 
the transmission from father to son, from the 
time of Moses down to us ? Nay, more, what 
use is there in teaching at all, for every man 
then received his own ? Nay, further, what 
use is the written law, for if every man was 
taught at Sinai, there is no need for him to 
read and learn now ? But this is a matter, 
which every Israelite can decide for himself. 
Let him ask himself, how much he remem- 
bers of this wonderful event in his existence, 
his presentation at Sinai, and his reception of 
the law from the Lord himself. The Scrip- 
ture proofs which are here given are evidently 
nothing to the purpose. The first proof is, 
'< God spake all these words, saying." (Exod. 
zx. 1.) But every one who will take the 
trouble of reading the chapter will see, that 
<< all these words" cannot apply to the pro- 
phecies nor to the decisions of the rabbles, 
but to the ten commandments and to them 
only. So far from delivering all the decisions 



and comments since taught by the rabbies, 
God spake only the ten commandments to the 
people, and when they heard these, '^ they 
said unto Moses, Spe^ thou with us and we 
will hear ; but let not God speak with us, lest 
we die." (Verse 19. ) To say, therefore, that 
God's speaking *^ all these words " includes 
the whole oral law and all the rabbinical com- 
ments, is gross perversion of the text, and 
direct contradiction of Moses' account. 

The next and most usual verse adduced to 
prove this fable is Deut xxix. 14, 15, where 
it is said, '' Neither with you only do I make 
this covenant and oath ; but with him that 
standeth here with us this day, before the 
Lord our God, and also with him that is not 
here with us this day." But this verse 
plainly proves the contrary, that the other 
generations of Israel were there in no sense 
whatever. The Hebrew words are as strong 
as they can be. 

S Dim 12D» HD 133^ tttJM DMI 

Those with whom the covenant is made are 
divided into two classes, '' Him that standeth 
here," and " Him that is not here." If the 
word standeth had been repeated, if the verse 
said, « With him that standeth here, and 
with him that standeth not here," there might 
have been some colour for this fable; the 
rabbies might have urged that though the 
unborn generations did not stand there, they 
stood somewhere else ; but the present word- 
ing of the verse utterly excludes all possibility 
of existence, either corporeal or incorporeal. 
*' With Him that is not here, "larw" shows 
that they were there in no sense. 

The proof taken from Malachi, '< The 
burden of the word of the Lord to Israel in 
the hand of Malachi," is nonsense. Every 
one, that knows any Uiing of Hebrew, knows 
that Ta signifies " by," " by means of." But 
even taken literally, it will not prove that 
Malachi was at Sinai ; there is nothing in the 
words to inform us when Malachi received the 
prophecy. The proof from Isaiah is more 
unhappy stilL The whole context shows 
that it is God who speaks in that verse, and 
not the prophet. Indeed we might ask, if 
Isaiah had already received all his prophecies 
at Sinai, what was the use of the vision of 
the Lord sitting upon his throne, and the 
commission which is there given ? (Isai. vi. ) 
And so we might ask concerning most of the 
prophets. The case of Samuel is here parti- 
cularly worthy of consideration. According 
to the above tradition cited in the Jewish 
prayers, Samuel had been at Sinai, and there 
received all tlwit he was to deliver during his 
sublunary existence. And yet when the 
word of the Lord came to him, he did not 
recognise the Divine call, and three times 
went to Eli, and it was Eli who at last told 
him that it was God. Now how is this 



written hutoTjr to be raconcilcd with the ■bote 
tntditioap The tndltlon u^i ihat Sunuel 
bad beard Die TOiea of Ood at Sinai, thai there 
■II ibe prophetic wDtdi which he w*i ever to 
ddira were made known la him, and yn the 
Bible nyi, " Now Samuel dU not yet know 
the Lord, neilber w« the word of the Lotd 
TClKVoled unto him." ( I Sam. ill. 70 

The but proof, taken from Deut. T. 32, if 
considered in lu context, alto praiea the 
CoDlraiy. Tlie tradition quoM only a part 
of (he lecse, " Tbeae words the IjOrd spaks 
onto all 70UI congregation ;" but if you read 
on you will find, '' Ai>d he added no more," 
which wards plainly limit the first sentence to 
the tencommandmenls. This tradition, then, 
«a being contrary to Scripture, <o the law of 
Moses, is a falsehood, and it therefore un- 
worthy of a place tn the prayer* of that peo- 
ple, whom Ood selected fram all the nations 
of the earth to be bis witneues, and the de- 
podtoriei of his truth. But this tradition Is 
objectionable not only as a fable, though that 
h, a laj atrong objection to any thing pro- 
posed as an article of faith, but on account of 
the parpoae which it was intended to tene. 
It waa innnted for the purpoee of strengthen- 
ing the spiritual tyranny of the Sciibei and 
Pharisees orer the minds of the people. It is 
not therefore merely an erroneous interpreta- 
tion of Scripture, nor the dream of a fanatic 
imagination, but the deliberate Invention of 
men who knew what they were about, and 
had an object which they were endearouring 
I0 compass, and for the attainment of which 
they did not stick at deliberau falsehood. 
They were, however, too wise to confine all 
the advanta)^ of this appearance at Sinu to 
Ihemiclves ; they asserted that the whole peo- 
ple of Imiel ohuined an advantage which 
make* them superior to all othet nations. 
Tha prayer which we have quoted above 
alludes to this, when it says, " There wi 
blemish in them, for Ihey were all entirely 
perfect." This sentence rather pussies an 
ordinary reader of the Bible, who thinks ot 
the conduct and character of Israel as then 
described ; the Talmud, however, helps us it 
undentand thli eul<^. 
npTOfl) "3*0 "ffi ^ nop i^TV |*QrmQ cro rra *3Dt3 

10 "n !» m» tim ani tram n;xa -to ti h 
i-ft M-n ma WW ai rrt xw jnorm npco rf 
frtro TCI lA inym ym rrt itai wd d'u "ttn 
-th Dvtt ims iros riD riw tm rw a-roi rr 
I'm nDi33VT»<rKi wp^ 
" Why aid the Gentiles defiled 7 Beeaust 
they did not stand upon mount Sinai, for 
in the hour that the serpent came to Eve, 
communicated a defilement, which was taken 
sway iTom Israel when they stood on mount 
Sinai 1 but the defllemcnt trf' the QantUea wai 



removed, as they did not stand on Sinai. 
lUv Acha, Ibe son of Rabba, aaid to Rar 
Ashai, how, then, doei it fare with pneelytes ? 
He replied, although they weie not there, 
cheii good fortune (or star] was there, as it b 
-rittcn, • With bim that standeth here with 
I this day, before ;he Lord our God. and also 
ith him that is not here with us thia day.' 
>eut.iiiix.l5.)" (Shabbath, fol. 14»,col. 
at the bottom of the page.) Tlie eom* 
entary on this passage ouotes still further 
paiticulan fiom Siphri, and says — 

00 wcirui TtTcji \vnpra •:"d -n Vs i-nwro to 

1 'UUl HTTVT^ ^fTBTJ Tvro Dncci DHlff FTHl DTO 

■' All that stood on mount Sinai were 
lanctified and purified, and were healed from 
every blemiih, even the blind and the lame 
that then happened 10 be in Israel, as fa 
taught in Siphri." In this part of the fabte 
the inventors of ihe oral law endeavour to 

engage their ai 

diiion which was 10 secure tncir own power. 
The Scribes understood well the deceitfulnesa 
of the human heart, and knew that men love 
e ready to bdlcve any thing Ihat 
tends to their own personal a^randisemenu 
But in thua flattering the people, they, were 
turning their backa upon that eiample which 
Moses set them, and contradicting the whole 
current of Scripture testimony. AIoics and 
the prophets, as the servants of Ood, told the 
people of their sins and their evil deeds, that 
they might repent and be saved. Their 
object waa not to secure popular favour, nor 
to advance their own selfish purposes: they 
therefore could afford to be honest and ta 
speak truth. The inventors of the oral law, 
endeavouring ti 

to the weak side of the human heart ; and in 
doing Ml, were obliged to run counter to the 
plaineatdeclaraiionsofOod's Word. All men 
and every nation like to be lotd that they an 
superior to the rest of tilt world, and are dis- 
tinguished by moral endowmenta from the 
mass of mankind. Tlie inventors of the oral 
law, therefore, lold Israel that they were ta 
elevated above all other nations, for ihey had 
been cleansed at Sinai from that innate defile- 
ment which still contaminates all the rest of 
the children of men. But is this true — ii 
this what Moses and the prophets nyp' 
Moses says, " Understand, therefore, that the 
Lflrd thy God givelh thee not thia good land 
to possess it let Ihy righteousness : for thou 
an a stilfnecked people." " Ve have been 
bellioui against the Iiotd from the day that 
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but wounds, and bruises, and putrifying sores." 
<^ Ah ! sinful nation ! — a people laden with 
iniquity ; a seed of evil-doers — children that 
are corrupters." (Isaiah i. 4 — 6.) And 
again he says, **• Woe is me, for I am un- 
done : because I am a man of unclean lips, 
and I dwell in the midst of a people of un- 
clean lips." (Isaiah vi. 5.*) Jeremiah says, 
*' Can the Ethiopian change his skin and the 
leopard his spots? Then may ye also do 
good that are accustomed to do evil.'* (Jer. 
xiii. 23.) And again, '< All these nations 
are uncircumcised, and all the house of Israel 
are uncircumcised in the heart." (Jer. ix. 26.) 
The Lord himself says to Ezekiel, " Son of 
roan, I send thee to the children of Israel, to 
a rebellious nation that hath rebelled against 
me : they and their fathers have transgressed 
against me to this very day. For they are 
impudent children and stiff-hearted." (Ezek. 
ii. vJ, 4.) And again, " Thou art not sent to 
a people of a strange speech and of an hard 
language, but to the house of Israel : not to 
many people of a strange speech and of an 
hard language, whose words thou canst not 
understand ; surely had I sent thee to them, 
they would have hearkened unto thee. But 
the house of Israel will not hearken unto 
thee: for they will not hearken unto me; 
for all the house of Israel are impudent 
and hard-hearted. (Ezek. iii. 4 — T, &c) 
We do not quote these passages to show that 
the Gentiles have a more favoured constitution 
of moral nature. Far from it; in reading 
these accounts given by the prophets, we re- 
cognise the features of our own picture. Far 
be it from us to glory ; we quote these pas- 
sages to show you how miserably your oral 
law endeavours to blind and delude you by 
jBattering your vanity. It tells you that you 
have been purged from every stain ; Moses 
and the prophets teach you the truth — that 
you are just like the other sons of men, and 
have no moral superiority or advantage what- 
ever. We wish to point out to you how the 
system of rabbinism is diametrically opposed 
to Moses and the prophets, and above all, to 
impress upon you that the authors of this oral 
law are not worthy of your confidence, for 
they have, for their own private interests, in- 
vented narratives and doctrines which contra- 



dict that Word of God, which ought to be 
Israel's glory. We wish to show you how 
certain principles of evil pervade every part of 
that system, not even excepting those prayers 
which are offered up in the public worship of 
God. There these fables also occur, and we 
ask every Israelite who loves the law of 
3Ioses or hopes in the promises of God by the 
prophets, how he can conscientiously stand by 
in the synagogue and hear the words of 
Moses and the prophets openly contradicted ? 
Uow can he remain silent when the reader 
declares of Israel that there is no blemish in 
them, for they are all entirely perfect, when 
he knows and feels that he and all his 
brethren are just as frail, as sinful, and as 
imperfect as the other sons of men ? How can 
they expect the return of God's favour to 
their nation so long as these fictions are made 
a part of public worship? Moses teaches 
very different doctrine. He says, " If they 
shall confess their iniquity, and the iniquity 
of their fathers, with their trespass which they 
have trespassed against me, and that also they 
have walked contrary unto me. And that 
I also have walked contrary unto them, and 
have brought them into tJie land of their 
enemies : if then their uncircumcised hearts 
be humbled, and they then accept of the pu- 
nishment of their iniquity: then will I re- 
meniber my covenant with Jacob, and also 
my covenant with Isaac, and also my cove- 
nant with Abraham will I remember ; and I 
will remember the land." (Levit. xxvL 40 — 
42.) Here Moses makes a conviction and 
acknowledgment of guilt, an indispensable 
preliminary to the return of God's favour to 
the nation. Israel must feel that, so far from 
being cleansed from all impurity, their heart 
is uncircumcised, and this uncircumcised 
heart must be humbled ; but how is this pos- 
sible, so long as the oral law and the prayers 
of the synagogue teach that the Israelites are 
the most righteous of mankind, because they 
received the law, which the other nations re- 
jected — and the most pure, or rather the only 
pure, of mankind, inasmuch as they were 
cleansed from every taint at Sinai ? These 
doctrines harden the heart against true hu- 
mility, prevent true repentance, and thereby 
retard the happiness and the glory of Israel. 
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Ir Him* V the ptnibeta had anjr dbae I ■ nripm m uCTi p> CT mrt fW -^ mrwnoCO 

Rcvdcd, that Odd hBd,doi^ whh dwwrittoi rpitsSwsi ■ nerre 11 mem ■ armw rmn ti mti 
bw alu ginn an «■! law, ooi dnijp dioald nwi nrpTi xn ii nxKn noon V ^ rrm) 
then be to Gem) ml what it Ii : and lo in- i rs Vn« 

aoiie wbcther duU otml Uw, ^idi naw fenm " All thf ffmmaailinnili ^hirh — " r*™ 
dK key.4Uae of BMidera Jodunn, b ibc me N, j^^^ „,„ -|„„ ^^ ^tA explanatko, 
TfaichmgiTCDbrOad. Bat nehfaaHiaa fcr h h wid, ' I will giie Ukc lb* table of 
BOT any odiet _pni^ict bai (aid one word (n I ^^^^^ and tlK law aod the cDUunaiHldient.* 
the Hibjtct. The wcxda tk too rrw " onl (Esod. kiIt. 14.) ' The Uw,' tfaii is tbs 
law" ire DO where to be found m the Bihl^ writtm law. ' And tlx cooinundimt,' Ihii 
DOT ia that any mcnlkio of the thing iuelf, j, ,j^ eipUnMioii tbeiorf. Aod he hn com. 
If the Bible had pUhilj alluded to the d- ; ,„.Qded to fulfil ' the law' aancding to < the 
iatcDce tt the lb)i«, we dMmld not qnanel - „„„.n^n» ..i.' Aitd ths oonunandment ia 
aboat the name, wbidi might bare been in- I ^^ ^^^ |, ^j^ j^ ,^ £^<> xralj 
ww«dftnheMkeofb»CTityand«onTnueoe«. kb,,^bieiinoat hawbeenhwdKt.hadK^ 
Btuil i« louaikabU tbatwbal Uoaeacom- I ^mm thii p»«ago to pcore the erittowB of an 
mndedlhelawtobenadpablKlTln tbeean ,0^1,,. The keen and dear mind 1^ tba 
of all ibe people, he aa^s not^a «jllabk abool ,,g,£ious Rambam eridcotlr felt tlK dlffi. 






1, whidi if it ixiated muw 
at lovt have beoi of equal unpottaiit 
Hill mm n that the tuci:eeding p 
dwoU have ab«rvtd nich a protbund 

aboat that, which now coMlitulei the main ^Ue,'ofg|one anil thelaw and tl 
auhataoa of Isrsel'a leligioa, and n the kej n,jn^' •> md there he glop^ but let e»er 
to the otaeiTUKea and prann of the »jna. j,„jii,e nptn his PetitaleutS and nad the n 
gogne. Thi. rileoce > in iladf nnpldou^ and „uind„^ „d he will find the whole K 



LteDiledmuW j„],. . he, theirf«e, to grra sotne plaoi 

poTtance ; and ,„ ^ p^f_ omitted the eoncloding 

dmg prapbeu ,^g ,aitetMK which he qaotea ftwn the 

[dbund rilena g, .. ^a il i« written ■ I wiU gii 



.._ .... e the evidence of ila 

tratumiadoii. The Biat Uep here li to aicei^ 
tain the i*!!"*^" of the witneuo, who aav 
that thej received the onl law frcHO theh 
fathen aod tianimitled it to their poatetity. ' 
If it appear that, in thdr general tntimODy, 
they were dMnteteated and tnilh-loTing per- 
aooi, who have nerer bcoi eoovicted of dii- 
ig tmth lor tbeii printe advaiilage, i 



J be this, " I will give thee lablea of stone, 
jid the law and the comnuindment which / 
ur.'C vri/Ww, to teadt than." Not one woid 
leie about an oral taw, but about that which 
Jod h^ wrillen. It is true that the passage 
I f ihe Talmud from which Rambam derived 
lu9 cloctiine gives the whole passsge, but it 
lUTiears from the process of abbreviation which 
ic has appUed, as if he w- '■-'"-' "'' '*- 



. Lit mu« prudent to — - 

of the main pasuges which support the doe- 
- J. oral law, It m--'- '^"^ 



oiidered. 
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. T will be of conoderable value. But 

it ean be proved that either &om a dehberate 

desire to deceive, 01 (hon an incapsdly to 

weigh evidence and to distinguiih between 

&ct aod BcDon, they have transmitted a huge 1 '"""'' "^'Jl'^ IC'^rnS nrrnvVj 1 

ma«> of foolish fable, as authentic history, .-^xnn rnw Vv "™J^^^^™, 

then their testimony i. worth nothing, and ' ^■''" '^ ''^^1™!^ '',^?'^^ ™ 

the «ory of «. oral la- having no other evi- n^«^ isij ci™ Tota ^ni m orvrrrt rravm 

deuce must be classed amongst the other labks '™ 

which have come down lo us on their autho. " R. Levi bar Chsma says, K. Simon ben 

tily. That the account of the giving and Ldusb says, what is that that '< ""*™ ' 

ttwsmisiian of ihe oral law resla solely and *jll give the tables of stm^ ^° "" '^" ,„ 

exduiivelv on the testimony of the rablnes ii [he commandment which I have written 10 

clear from the account itself, as it is found in „adi them ?• • The labki' u« O"'.}^", 

the Jad Haehaaakah. iTLsndmontB. 

vm iwrM -roa nwo^ -ft iin'JW nison ^ 



I have written' meanl the propbeta and lacred 
vrilings. ' To tCBch them' nieaus the Ge- 
muo. It teacbci lu that they vece all given 
to Hoses from Sinai." (Beiadioih, foL ft, 
coL 1.) Can any man of coinmon under- 
itanding receive thig interpretation, which 
diTtn» all gramnwi and context (o the winds, 
and graTely aueiti that not enlv the law and 
iu explanation, but the ptopheta and the 
Whole Talmud, were ^ven to M(»ea at 
Sinai i WiU he give up his own reaion and 
the word of (be living Ood to Ibe authority 
of R. Simon ben Laki^ ? There cannot 
pcaaibly be an; aroument which would prove 
the falsehood of the narratiie concerning the 
otnl law 10 eompietelj aa this interpretation, 
which ia legirded aa one of its majn founda- 
tion*. The words of Mosea which are here 
penertcd plainly speak of that which God 
W written. '■ I will give thee tables of 
atooe and the law and Ibe commandment 
wMeh I have written to teadi them." Did 
God write the oral law, and give it to Moses F 
What became of it then? If it was written, 
how ilid it become oral P These words 
** Which I hare written," have sadly punled 
the rabbinical comotentalon, who tniow not 
how to reconcile the plain and obvious sense 
of the wards, with (hot interpretation which 
bad been already put upon them in the Tal- 
mud. Raahi seemed to think that the diffi- 
cnlt; might be got over by saying 
mto? Toa 'TSQ rrnff viy^ i^wtQ vo S^ 

" All the six hundred and thirteen eom- 
mandmenta are comprehended In the ten com- 
matidments." (Com. in Exod. ixiv. 12.) 
But this, though true in one sense, will not 
obviate the difficulty. God promiiea to give 
Hoses the law and (be commandment which 
lie had written, If the oral law bad not been 
written, it was not incloded. Saadish Gaon, 
as quoted by Abeo Ezra, piapoaet another 
solution. 



lApin J-nrrft Dffparn 



•apion-e 



" The Oaon says that the words ' Which 
I ka-BC writlen,' are to be connected with 
* The tablet afitone,' and not with ' Thebnr 
and iht cDfRtnandmenf,' for God wrote only 
the ten words." But unfbrtunatelj Hoaeshaa 
*o connected them, and we have no warrant 
for rerening hia order. Aben Ezrahima^lf, 
after giving the Talmudic exposition, gives it 
aa his own opinion, that these wordi refer to 
the ten commandments. He says 
rnstarn 'ffiTanrri JTDMV1 -ra-ffi mirri "a 'ron "rti 



the Gnt and fihh commandment ; and ■ Tftt 



tommandmcvt' to tbe other dght." (Aben 
Ezra, Com. in luc.) This is about the 
truth. God gave Moses the law and the 
commandment which he had written ; hut, as 
Saadiah admits, God wrote only the ten words, 
therefore the ten words ace the same as >' the 
law and the commandment." Some will say 
there is tautology here, that wheti God says, 
" I will give thee tables of stone," he meana 
the ten commandments, and that therefore the 
additional promise " iif the law and the com- 
mandment" is only an unnecessary repetition. 
But this is not true. By " tables of stone," 
God meant tables of stone. He might have 
given Hloses the ten commandments without 
giving him stone tables, or he might hare 
given him ibe tables of stone without giving 
him the ten woids; but aa He Inlended to 
give him both. He says, "■ I will give thee 
tables of stone, and the law, and the com- 
mandment." Neither is there any difficulty 
in the drcutnitanee that these ten words an 
called both "law and commandment. Inas. 
much aa they were a revelation of God's will, 
they are juaUy denominated " law," rmn and 
as mey were proposed as a rule of life, obe- 
dience to whidi was required, they are enti- 
tled, TTlson " The commandment" The 
simple meaning, therefore, is, that God pro- 
mises to give the ten commandments which 
he had written. Every thing else, and thtre- 
fore the oral law, is excluded. This passage, 
therefore, gives no support to the doctrine 
that Moses recrived an oral as well as a writ- 
ten law on mount SinaL Indeed, the despe- 
rate perversion to which this text has been 
subjected, throws . discredit upon the whole; 
and the necessity for such perversion shows 
that there was no pldn text in the writings of 
Moses, to which the inventors of the oral law 
could appeal 

The aulboritj, then, of the oral law must 
rest altogether upon dte character of those 
witnesses who banded it down. But this ia a 
very sandy foundation, for we have already 
seen that these men were guilty of inventing 
or propsgating the most absurd fables i their 
testimony, thercfoit, is of no value. This 
has been proved abundantly already ; but 
there is one story for which we had not room 
in Dur last number, and which, as being im- 
mediately connected with the giviiu; Ss the 
law, must now be considered. Li^ the 
others, it comes before us authenticated by its 
intioductiun hito the prayers of the syna- 
gi^e, in which the following plain aUusion 

crrpi -ft 13T asa DWi • Vsrw 'w «»i i-ptam 
nom Tw "xft TUTi ' ■6mn pTvr jitit ■ i^ tto 
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^ Wlien he eaOed the messenger (Moses) for H is uidi, * He that holdest the face of his 

and made him ascend to heayen, and appointed throne, he spreadetb bis doad over him.* 

him as the third person between him and his (Job. xxvi. 8, 9.) Rabbi Nahum says, this 

nle, and caused him to approach and stand teaches us that the Almighty spread some of 

e thicic darkness, and spake to him face the glory of the Shechinali and his cloud over 

to face, and rays streamed nom his hand to him. He then said. Lord of the world, what 

him, the angels were moved, and rushed to- is written in the law that thou art about to 

wards him ; and in the presence of the Creator give me ? < I am the Lord thy Ood that 

they spake, saying thus to him, what is man brought thee out of Egypt.* He then said, 

that thou shouldest exalt him ? and wherefore Did ye ever go down into Egypt and serve 

make such an account of him as to bring him Pharoah — why, then, should ye have the law ? 

up to our place and cause him to inherit the Again, what is written therein ? * Thou 

ddightfal possession (the law)?" (Pentecost shalt have none other Ood.' He then asked 

Prayers, fol. 88.) Here it is plainly said, them. Do ye then dwell amongst the uncir. 

that the angels remonstrated with Gk)d at the cumcised, that ye should commit idolatry ? 

ikvour shown to Moses. This drcumstance Again, what is written ? ' Remember the 

is not to be found in the writings of Moses, Sabbath-day to sanctify it.' Do ye, then, 

but it is recorded in the Talmud, and the par- do any work, so as to need rest ? Again, 

ticulars are thus given :— what is written ? *• Thou shalt not take the 

.^w.^ »^.^t^ ^.,.^1* r^v,*.»t, -T,,^- ^. s.,,, .--^. name of the Lord,* &c. Have ye, then, any 

ntw irrn rrwrfr^ no dVv b« >2iii n"a,W ^^at is written ? ' Honour thy father%nd 

^ mi3a«j rm:a rrDrsn vaA vm Ha rmn bapb ]nb mother.' Have ye, then, got any father and 

rrtm rwa*wi nrffxm rrwo wjn '^wmtq »d» n«>tt>D mother ? Again, what is written ? * Thou shalt 

no DTI 'wah rmr^ wpao nn« drrsn tnaaro DT»p not kill, thou shalt not commit adultery, thou 

TTW rro wanwTr laipDn^D trw pi I3l3in *D «yi:H shalt not steal.* Have ye then cot envy or 

\b lOM tmwT ^ Tnn ran "wm yvin tea yao *« leading principle that would lead to these 

V© ijan 1^30^ noM nawn p*? -rm rmnh rV V^ J?' ^ Immediately they praised the Holv 

■ra« Dntjac tern *:idw» MOttJ »3« vn^rro nViy P°®' , „ *^ ^ ?**." ^^ (Shabbath, foL 

^^DTTWD 'Dwttj nawn ^n^ ^^xm maa «Daa m« ib f.^,^^. \tlL V " "« Il^'^^J^ ^^''^ 

*»^**,, -.rst,^ «,«, --..,' ^v^v« «^** ^A« ,*^« 1^^ *"*' *"" account is a fiction. The absur- 

wtmjDbx^ Dim >an no«i i3» ^'^ wno «Da ^^^^ ^ ^^ ^^^^^ ^^^ ^ ^^ palpable. To 

drsf wwan yxh •«)« y^ 133»1 watt? rto n© ^hat purpose should the angels wish for the 

•IBM yTr» 'n ^3M m a»na no »? ]m3 rtrwo mm law of Moses, or be envious of men to whom 

nffieh omr Dn^job yd yiM onsjo yvra yntnann it was given ? Is it possible that the spirits 

vh m a^na no aw cab wnn rrch rrtin omaynwr that minister before the throne of God, were 

V'a? yiTSOXO pi© nnw u^ p DT^m "t"? rrrr not able to see the unsuitableness of the oral 

tn^a iiar0 na«n qv rw mai m a»na no aw ^a^ ^o' them, until Moses pointed it out to 

a»na no aw n^a« ra>T2 nrmj nawte D*«n» idtih ^'^e*' consideration ? We think that if thfa 

Taa na a>na rro aw 'a^3^a ttr mm wun «b na *^°« ?*^ fj" **t^ P^a**' Moses might 

na a>na rra aw oa W d«i a« U rw Ta« rw ^'Ji^!!'" "^'Z^t^J^V f- '^? • T 

wM,.,«*f^^«« ^ ^^-. ^>,,« vAhL« w.^ rJUr, v.^ °^^^" '"°'® *° *°® purpose, but it is plainly 

3nnn3rDa^3>a «» n«3p ai33n vh^^n Mb mnn «!? ^^ ^^^^^g invented by the designing, and pro. 

J n"apW \} iTin -ma Da^3»a V* pagated by the credulous. These two stories 

** In the hour when Moses ascended upon then, that Moses received the oral law, and 

h%h, the ministering angels said before Ood, that he disputed with the angels in heaven, 

O Lord of the world, what business has he come to us upon one authority ; they are both 

that is bom of a woman amongst us ? He circumstances in one event ; and the fabii- 

replied. He is come to receive the law. They lousness of the one takes away all credit from 

answered, this most desirable treasure, which the other. The oral law rests solely upon 

has been treasured up from the six days of the testimony of its transmittors, but here 

aeation, six hundred and seventy>four genera- these persons are convicted of transmitting 

tionsbeforetheworld was created, dost thou now palpable falsehood: their testimony to the 

wish to give it to flesh and blood — what is man oral law is therefore useless, and the whole 

that thou art mindful of him, and the son of fabric of tradition falls. This one fable is 

man that thou visitest him ? O Lord our Lord, sufficient, but the readers will remember that 

how excellent is thy name in all the earth, this is only one of a considerable number se- 

who hast set thy glory above the heavens, lected from the Jewish Prayer-book. To 

The Holy One said to Moses, Give them an extract all similar stories from the Talmud 

Answer. He replied, O Lord of the world, I would be to make some folio volumes. The 

am afraid, lest they bum me with the breath Prayer-book, however, gives enough to inva- 

of their moudi. He said. Lay hold on the lidate the testimony of the Scribes and Pha- 

throne of my glory and give them an answer, risees, and to incapacitate them for ever from 



84 



appearing as witnesses. Perhaps some one 
will say, But they are also the witnesses for 
the written law, and therefore, if we reject 
their testimony, we must give up the written 
law also. But this is not so. For that we 
have other testimony — we have that of the 
Jewish nation, of which the Scrihes and 
Pharisees were at first only an inconsiderable 
portion. We have the testimony of Jesus 
and his disciples, the great opposers of the 
oral law. We have the testimony of the 
predictions which we behold still accomplish, 
mg. We have the whole internal evidence, 
so that if there never had been Pharisees, the 
evidence fot the written law would be just 
as valid. As it is« the contrast which the 
written law presents, when compared with 
the oral law, furnishes in itself a strong evi» 
dence of its truth and authenticity. The 
written law is simple, sober, dignified. The 
oral law is multifarious, extravagant, absurd. 
The oral law is poison— -the written law is 
the antidote. The oral law is a counterfeit, 
which proves the existence of the genuine coin. 
Men who receive both on the sole authority of 
the rabbies may, when they find the fiEdse- 
hood of the one, reject the other also, but this 
can never be the case with those who calmly 
compare and weigh the two in the balance of 
right reason. 

Wc now dismiss these Talmudic fables for 
the present. We have proved by instances 
ihat the oral law abounds with such. We 
have proved by extracts from the Prayers of 
the synagogue, that these fables form a part 
of the faith of all rabbinical Jews. We have 
therefore, proved that the inventors of these 
tables attained their object. They have suc- 
ceeded in deceiving the great majority of their 
oountrjrmen. It is for the Jews of the pre- 
sent day to consider whether these extravagant 
fictions are still to be handed down to unborn 
generations — still to appear as a reproach 
upon IsraePs understanding..-4till to disfigure 
and dishonour the public worship of the 
chosen people. Former generations may have 
handed them down in ignorance, and be there- 
fore partly excusable. But in the present day 



there is a large body of Jews here in England 
who are fully convinced that these legends ara 
£^; it is the duty, the saaed duty, of all 
such to protest against their further propaga« 
tion. If they do not, they make themselves 
accomplices in the guilt of those who invented 
them, and responsible for all the injury, tem- 
poral and spiritual, which the propagation of 
such error may infiict upon their bre£ren and 
their posterity. But whatever course they 
may pursue, the existence of these fables shows 
that the oral law itself is altogether an inven- 
tion of men, and proves that Jesus of Nazareth 
conferred a great and substantial benefit on 
the nation and on mankind, by vindicating 
and preserving for us the unadulterated truth 
of God*s written Word. 

These fables prove further, that there is 
neither weight nor value in the sentence which 
these men pronounce against the Lord Jesus 
Christ. It is the sentence of those who did 
not scruple to falsify and pervert the law of 
God ; it is the testimony given by the noto- 
rious inventors and propagators of fables, and 
cannot be received by any one competent to 
weigh evidence. Fables of any kind will in- 
validate testimony, but religious fables utterly 
incapacitate their inventors and propagators 
from being admitted as witnesses at all. The 
man who wOl venture to tamper with sacred 
history, either by adding to, or diminishing 
from, its records, clearly shows that he has 
lost all reverence for truth, and all sense of 
the divine character, as a vindicator of truth 
and a punisher of falsehood. The man who 
trifles with sacred facts, cannot be r^arded as 
a wimess as aU in those which he considers 
profane or common. When, therefore, the 
Talmudists, or the wise men of his time, bear 
witness against Jesus of Nazareth, whom they 
hated, we must remember that they have been 
convicted of false witness again and again in 
*the case of Moses, whom Siey professed to 
love. Their testimony is therefore a nullity, 
and if we wish to examine the claims of Jesus 
of Nazareth, we must look elsewhere for the 
data which are to form the basis of our judg- 
ment. 
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Modern Judidsm is the religion of the 
oral law. The dogmas, rites, ceremotiies, and 
prayers, all rest upon its authority. If, there- 
fore, the oral law can be proved to be an in- 
vention of men, the whole fabric of modem 
Judaism crumbles into dust. It then follows 
that the Jews have been more than eighteen 
centuries the disciples of error, and tiiat, if 
they now desire to bdieve and profess the 
true rdigion, revealed by God to their fore- 
fiithers, they must renounce their present 
Talmudic system, and return to the law and 
the prophets. But the oral law is a human 
invention. It has been proved, on the autho- 
rity of the Jewish Prayer-book, that it 
abounds with the most absurd fablCs, which 
cannot be the Word of God, but are evidently 
and obviously the invention of man. It ap- 
pears, therefore, that the Jewish nation has 
be^ for centuries deluded by the traditions 
of the scribes and pharisees'-that they have 
been utterly mistaken in their faith, taking 
the fictions of men for the truth of God — and 
have thereby sunk from the honourable posi- 
tion, in which God placed them as depositories 
of the truth, to the unenviable situation of 
the credulous and superstitious. Such is the 
result of an inquiry into the contents of 
prayers of the synag<^e. An exatninadon 
of the traditional commandments will show in 
like manner, that the oral law is every where 
inseparably mingled with fables, which throw 
dis^edit upon the whole. One of the most 
important parts of the oral law is that which 
relates to the constitution of the great tribunal 
called the Sanhedrin, for, as is asserted, that 
council fixed the authority of all traditions, 
and even examined into the claims, and de- 
cided upon the divine mission of the prophets. 
If it appear, therefore, that the oral law 
teaches what is manifestly fabulous with re- 
spect to that tribunal, the main pillar of tradi- 
tion is taken away. Now without entering 
into the whole subject at present, the following 
specimen will show what degree of credit can 
be given to the traditional accounts respecting 
it:-. 

rvoNp "^ M^ mwDa p*wo p< pm* >an td« 
uxnn ^ai rnpi '^y\ twho ^i rvoan »^i 
Tjo TXfftyw mrno Hnn vfro po^ o^ivn DTm*^ 

^* Rabbi Johannan says, none were allowed 



to sit in the Sanhedrin, who were not men of 
stature, men of wisdom, men of good appear- 
ance, aged, skilled in magic, and acquainted 
wiih the seventy languages, so that the San. 
hedrin might not be obliged to hear through 
an interpreter." (Sanhedrin, foL 17, col. 1.) lu 

this short extract there are several fables first, 

that all the members of the Sanhedrin should 
be skilled in magic, or magicians, is plainly 
contrary to the express command of God, who 
says, '* There shall not be found among you 
any one that maketh his son or his daughter 
to pass through the fire, or that useth divi- 
nation, or an observer of times, or an enchanter^ 
or a witch r|«»t) — for all that do these things 
are an abomination unto the Lord : and be- 
cause of these abominations the Lord thy God 
doth drive them out from before thee.*' 
(Deut. xviii. 10_12.) This command of God 
makes no exception in favour of the members 
of the Sanhedrin. It absolutely forbids any 
such in Israel for any purpose. The com- 
mentary indeed tells us, that this magical 
skill was required in sdf-defence. 

»To bsvh DrpDWDi DTrainn d'Dwdd Tmnh 

'* In order to kill the magicians who trusted 
in their magical arts to deliver them out of 
the hands of the tribunal.** But this expla- 
nation does not mend the matter. ]\lagic is 
a thing absolutely unlawful and expressly 
forbidden by God. It was therefore unlawful 
either to learn or to practise it, even for the 
purpose of killing a magician. If the plea of 
self-defence or necessity made it lawful for the 
Sanhedrin to learn magic, the same argument 
would justify it doubly in the case of the 
people, who were more likely to be the ob- 
jects of the magicians* attacks ; for surely these 
persons would be careful to avoid all contact 
with the members of the Sanhedrin, whom 
they knew to be more than a match for them 
in me black art. According to this method 
of arguing all Israel might have been skilled 
in magic, thoush the law requires that not one 
such person should be found among them. 
Either then this account is absolutely false, 
or the members of the Sanhedrin were bad 
men, who learned what was expressly for- 
bidden by the law ofQod; and in either case, 
the Talmudic accounts of this tribunal ate 
unworthy of credit. 
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But it may weU be doubted whetbcr the 
members of this great council confined their 
magical exercitations to the killing of magi- 
dans. We find elsewhere, if the Tahnud 
apeak truth, that the rabbies at least made 
other magical experiments, and have even 
lecorded the means which they employed, for 
the benefit of posterity. 
^ mrh yshryrvn ron: Mteb«iQwpm «a« 

TTinanD wrQani rrf»iD«o vsm p^ "rm in te 
'STi »3n nn ^n**3^ ntea nm M|Trn 'nn «an "raw 
•an rwino iVn piTr »3«d »3n yrr^na rirm 
yrh rrab »rm ]«o *«n irrsnD MDpam nna *3n 
vo '^ nn trC2ni rmicM mmi «V^ mdtdv »n*^ 

Mim rrVp^ wi-o-ia ra wroin wnoDW ra Micaw 
Hram rrn«^ nnb nm mnD rr3'» »Vd^ rrprroVi 
rranD ^aaa «oVn M^nrci Mpswma 'nDnnyi vhren 
Tay^aw na 'a'a an jnrrt «Vi ^ti »d rroiD o^nn^ 
I 'DPHi n% nam pan wa jtttw rjn 
«' Abba Benjamin says, if permission had 
been given to see them, no creature could 
stand before the hurtful demons. Abbai says, 
They are more than we, and stand against us 
like the trench round ihe garden-bed. Bav 
Huna says, Every one of us has a thousand on 
his left hand, and ten thousand on his right 
hand. Rabba says, The want of room at the 
sermon is caused by them— the wearing out of 
the rabbies* clothes is caused by their rubbing 
against them — the bruised legs are caused 
by them. Whosoever wishes to ascertiun their 
existence, let him take ashes that have been 
passed through a sieve, and let him strew his 
bed, and in the rooming he will see the marks 
of a cock's claws. Whosoever wishes to see 
them, let him take the interior covering of a 
black cat, the daughter of a first-bom black 
cat, which is also the daughter of a first^bom, 
and let him bum it in the fire, and pulverise 
it, and let him then fill his eyes with it, 
and he will see them. But let him pour the 
powder into an iron tube, and seal it 
with an iron signet, lest they should steal 
any of it, and let him also seal up the 
mouth thereof, that no injury may arise. 
Rav Bibi bar Abbai did thus, and received an 
injury. But the rabbies prayed for 'mercy 
upon him, and he was cured." (Berachoth, 
fol. 6, col. 1.) Here, then, is magic for the 
people, and all Israel is instructed in the 
m€ans to see demons. It is not for us to de- 
cide whether those, who might use these means, 
would ever see men again, but this is certain, 
that the oral law here gives a magical recipe 
to those who are not members of the Sanhe- 
drin, sets before us one of the Talmudic doc- 
tors as an example, and moreover encourages 
to do as he did, by holding out the possi- 



bility of a miraculous cure, if any injury 
should arise. If, then, this story be true, 
the oral law permits magic, which the law of 
Ood forbids ; if it be false, then the oral law 
is convicted of another monstrous falsehood, 
and is altogether unworthy of credit. How 
long will the people of Israel suffer themselves 
to be deluded by a system, of which the 
striking characteristic is, that it has no regard 
for truth ? The Jews object against Jesus 
of Nazareth, that He leads them away from 
the law of Moses, but where does he, or his 
disciples, inculcate the study of magic, or 
prescribe rulai for facilitating intercourse with 
demons, contrary to the express command of 
God ? Just suppose that this whole ex- 
tract, instead of being found in the Talmud, 
had formed a portion of the New Testament, 
how would the Jews have laughed at is 
recipe for its foUy, and argued against its 
wickedness, how triumphantly would they 
have shown that a law that teaches and en- 
courages magic could not have been given by 
God? The existence of one such passage 
would have been sufficient, in their eyes, to 
condemn the whole Christian system. Let, 
then, the Jews deal with the oral law in the 
same way. Let them judge it and iu fables 
by an appeal to Moses and the prophets. 
But let them remember that in this, as in 
many other instances, the New Testament 
agrees with the law of Moses, whilst the 
oral law differs from both. The New Testa, 
ment classes witchcraft along with idolatry, 
and odier sins which exclude from the joys 
of eternal life. <' The works of the flesh are 
manifest, which are these : adultery, fomica- 
tion, undeanness, lasciviousness, witchcraft, 
hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, strife, 
seditions, heresies, envyings, murders, drunk- 
enness, revellings, and such like ; of the which 
I tell you before, as I have also told you in 
times past, that they which do such things 
shall not inherit the kingdom of God."* 
(Galat. v. 19 — 21.) In tliis case, then, where 
the oral law leads you away from the doc- 
trine of Moses, the religion of Jesus of Naza- 
reth brings you back again. 

This is, however, not the only fable con- 
tained in that short law concerning the mem- 
bers of the Sanhedrin* We are told, besides, 
that no one was allowed to sit in that council 
" unless he understood the seventy tongues." 
Now we would ask every disciple of the oral 
law calmly to consider this statement, and 
then say what he tliinks of its veracity* Did 
he ever hear or know of any scholar in the 
present times acquainted with seventy lan- 
guages, and that so perfectly as to be able to 
converse with and examine witnesses, and form 
a judgment upon their evidence, without the 
aid of an interpreter ? Surely, the study of 
languages is as much cultivated in the pr^ent 
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■cquiiitlon. The 
i» now Mly derelaped. 
Tfae irtof printing hu made ileuytoobuln 
foreign booka. Lcifconi and othgiappantUB 
maj be procured, and yet, with all tbeu fad- 
litlea, we mucbdoubC whelh« there be, in tha 
vbole world, one eingle peraon poaMuhig 
that knowledie of languagea here ascribed to 
every individual member of the Subedrin. 
According to the oral law, there alwayi had 
been, In Israd, Mventy-one mch penonB at 
leaat, but probably more ; for as ■ membs 
died, or became tuperannuHted, another was 
found ready to auci^ed him. But the won- 
der is here made itill more wonderful, for 
there were not only KTenty-ODe penona ac- 
quainted with seventy languagea, but those 
penona were aleo acquainied, aa Rambam 
tella ua, with medidne, astronomy, and all the 
existing syslema of idolatry, and moreoiet 
akilled in magic. And, besidei all this, all 
Iheae persoiis were fine handsome fellows, 
" Men of atature, met) of good ■ppearance." 
la thia credible — can all Israel, or all the 
world, ilirniah one luch person at present, 
handsome or ugly, tall or short ? or can there 
be found amongst that iateltigent people the 
Jews, one man, woman, or child, so aillj aa to 
beliETB ao manifest a falsebood F We can 
tell them, that their great rabbi, Rambam, 
did tuit believe il, and therefore in hia Com- 
pendiutQ took tbeliberty of altering this Tal- 
mudie statement. Instead of seventy lan- 
guagea, he says simply— 

" And that ihe^f should be acquainted with 
most languages." It was loo much for bim. 
Being a learned man himself, he knew the 
impossibility of such universal koowledge ; 
and he therefore sotlened down the Talmudic 
hyperbole to the limits of what he considered 
possibility. Tbig is not merely our conclu- 
sioD from Rambam's alteration, the commen- 
tator has expresaly said tbe same. 

" Our rabbi has written, ' Acquainted with 
moat languages,' because it is a rarity to find 
a person acquainted with all Che aeventy lan- 
guages." (Hilchoih Sanhedrin, c. 2.) 
nambatu himself, then, ia here a wtmess 
Bgainat the fabulous ei^S"'''™* °^ ^^ 
Talmud. 

But perhaps some one will say, that seventy 
ii only a round number to signify many, that 
we must not, therefg^, be too strict in iia ex- 
position. This subterfuge, however, will not 
■erve bere. Tbe authors of the Talmud 
aaid seventy, because they believed that, b; 
giving this number, they included all the lan- 
guages in the world. They believed that 



there were seventy nationa, and therefore (hey 
said seventy langu^es. This article of Jew- 
ish faith is Ibund everywhere in the Talmud, 
Btid la the commentaries, as for inatance — 
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" R. Jobannan says, what is the meaning 
of that Scripture, ' The Lord gave the 
Word : great waa the company of those that 
published it 7' It teaches, that aa each com. 
mandment proceeded tVom the mouth of Ood, 
it woa divided into seventy languages." 
(Shabbath, foL 88, coL 2.) The foundatian 
of ihia opinion ia an arbitrary iuterpretallan 
of a verse in the song of Hloses. " When 
the Moat High divided to the nations their 
inheritance, when be separated the sons of 
Adam, he set tbe bounds of the people a^ 
cording to tbe number of the children of 
Israel." (Deut. xixiL S.) Upon which 



! piA ci'mw Bra mVm 3'srt 

" On account of the number of (he children 
of Israel who were to proceed from the sons 
of Sbem, and according to the number of 
Ibe seventy souls of the cbUdreu of Israd 
who descended into Egypt, he set the bounds 
of the people, that is, the seventy languages," 
That diis latter clause is altogether arbitrary, 
and a mere gratuitous addition. Is plahi from 
an inspection of Ibe teit, where not one syl- 
lable is said about the seventy souls, noi 
about the number of tbe nations, but about 
the Gxlng the bounds of their habitatioDs. 
Rashi bimaelf did not trust in this exposition, 
and he has therefore given another: — " On 
account of the number of the children of 
Israel who were to proceed from the chiklren 
of Shcm." Aben Esra also passes by (he 
seventy nations altogether, and says that, 
" according lo the number of the children of 
Israel," means, that the b - ' " ' 
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itators have interpreted this 
of the generation of the diaperaion, whea all 
(he earth waa scattered, fur (hen Ood decreed 
that Israel should have the bind of (he seven 
would be sufficient for them, 
therefore it is said, ' according to the number 
if tbe children of IsrseL' " This verse, 
ben, gives no colour to Ihe opinion (ha( there 
ire only seventy nationa and aeventy lan- 
juagea. Fact provee that theiiumber ii mudi 
greater, for the Bible exiata already in twice 
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that nuliiber of languages, and the work of 
translation is not yet accomplished. The 
oral law» therefore, fails altogether in attain- 
ing the object which it had in view in telling 
this extraordinary story. It wished to say, 
that in the Sanhedrin there never was need of 
an interpreter, for that every member under- 
stood every language in the world, and be- 
lieving that there were only seventy lan- 
guages, it stated this number. But now we 
know that even if each member understood 
seventy languages, yet to be able to decide 
cases for all the nations of the earth, they 
would have required to know as many more. 
The oral law, then, betrays here an utter 
ignorance of the state of the world, which 
snows that it is not from that G3d who con- 
founded the languages of the earth, and 
therefore knows how many there are; but 
from men who desired to magnify the ac- 
quirements of the nation far beyond the sober 
truth. The men who could ddiberately say, 
that the Sanhedrin was composed of seventy- 
one persons, all handsome, all ^men of stature, 
all skilled in magic, and all so perfectly ac 
quainted with seventy languages, as to need 
no interpreter, would have sud seven hundred 
or seven thousand, or any thing else that 
suited their purpose. They are evidently 
wilful exaggeratorsy whose word is therefore 
hot to be trusted. The motive here is vain- 
glory. The object simply to give all the 
honour to men, to the learned Rabbles whose 
learning and genius were so marvellous. 
There is no intimation that God gave the 
members of the Sanhedrin this knowledge, 
which far exceeds the power or the life of 
man to attain by ordinary means. No, all 
the glory of these marvellous acquirements is 
ascribed to man alone. This forms a striking 
contrast to a narrative recorded in the New 



Testament. We are there told that on a 
certain occasion the disciples of Jesus of 
Nazareth addressed in their own language, 
**• Parthians, and Medes, and Edomites, and 
the dwellers in Mesopotamia, and in Judea, 
and Gappadocia, in Pontus and Asia, Phry. 
gia, and Pamphylia, in Egypt, and in the 
parts of Lybia about Gyrene, and strangers 
of Rome, Jews and , proselytes, Gretes and 
Arabians/* that is, the inhabitants of sixteen 
countries. Now, the smidl number here 
stated is a presumptive evidence of the truth 
of the fact. If an impostor, a Rabbinist who 
wished to make a good story, had written 
this account, he would, beyond all doubt, in- 
stead of sixteen, have specified all the seventy 
languages. To his countrymen, who be- 
lieved in the acquirements of the Sanhedrin, 
this would have appeared no wise incredible. 
Indeed, if a man of that time had wished to 
invent a miracle, the number seventy would 
have been absolutely necessary for his pur. 
pose. For if every member of the Sanhedrin 
could speak seventy languages, to say that 
other men spoke sixteen would have been no 
miracle at all. The small number, therefore, 
here given, shows that the authors of the 
narrative had no wish to invent a miracle, but 
to state the sober truth. But then consider 
the entire absence of vain-glory. The praise 
and the power of speaking even this small 
number of languages is given altogether to 
God. The men were GalUeans, and had not 
acquired this by their own labour and genius. 
" They were all filled with the Holy Ghost, 
and began to speak with other tongues, as the 
Spirit gave them utterance." (Acts ii. 1 — 11.) 
Here then is a striking difference between the 
narratives of the Talmud and those of the 
New Testament. The former exalts men. 
The latter gives glory to Grod. 
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The fitvouiite Jewiih objeciioD m the I 
cluins of Jeius of Nimelh li that puiage at 
the beginniDg of the thirteenth chapter of 
DeatetoBoiaj. " If (here uiw among you a 
prophet, or a dteuner of dreama, and givetb 
thee a s^^ or ■ voDdcT, and die lign oi the 
wander come to pass, whereof he spake unto 
thee, ■ayine, Iiet ui go after other gait, which 
thou hut uown, and let us lerve them, thou 
Shalt not hearken unto the woida of that 
pfophet or dreamer of dreatni." In citing 
this passage the Jews take for granted, that 
the religion of Je>ui is essentistiy different 
from that of Moaei ; that it leads to the war- 
ship of tlranga gads : and that it is in fact a 
speciea of healheniim, whilst the religion of 
the oral law, which ihiynow profess, is utterly 
free from all heathen elements, and idendc^ 
with the religion of their prophets. All ihit 
they take for granted; but the subject is ca- 
pable of being inquired Into. The oral law 
and the New Testament are both extant, and 
a little eiaminatioD will enable ns to decide. 
on rational grounds, whether Judaism or 
Christianity aavour most of heathenism. In 
OUT last number, we saw that Judaism con- 
tains magic for the Sanhediin and magic for 
the people, whilst the New Testament utterly 
forbids it ; in this respect then Judaism re- 
sembles the heathen religion. Our busineai 
in this number shall be to point out, in 
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logTi another feature of resemblance. The 
Talmud aod ill doctors all agree in asserting 
the hifluenco of the stars orsr the fatei and 
fortunes of men. In the first place, the Tal> 
mud lays down these general maxims : — 
v/Tica hSi Mrto tr'm Mrri3n h^ 'iimi -a: -n 
innte tt'x: 
" Life, dlildren, and a liTelibood depend 
not on merit, but on the influence of the stars." 
(Moed Ktttm, fol. 28, col. 1.) 

" The inSuencB of the stars makes wise, 
die Influence of the Stan makes rich." (Shab- 
balh, foL 106, coL I.} But it alao telli ui 
the following paitiailara : — 
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>"nn hVi "m w >u«n ttt 
iToo iD"a ]m -m TT wm 
t -01 TT tata xrfraT i>n: 
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WT mva KBJorm pro ict Tviko m i^rrm 
mom D'JT TTi ravn aitra vi'a oncn teu 
Torn n T»* piri lai •w »nao %oaT ]no 
)* t4n3iD3 ^ TDTOT |*tD wi istai pui ftw 
■a mi iia« itran wt hot 'rrfjs wmn 'js 

• He that is bom oa the first day of the 
week, will be a man excelling, but in Ode 
lity only.* ... He that is bom on 
second day of (he week will be an angry 
n. What is the reason ? Became on It 
the waters were divided. He that is bom on 
the third day of the week will be o rich and 
prafligaie man. What is tlie reason ? Be- 

— -t the herbs wcM created. He that 

the fourth day of the week will 
be a wise man and have a powerful memorjr. 
What is the reason ? Because on that day 
the lights were hung up in the heavens. He 
that is bam on the fifth day of the wedc 
1 be a benevolent man. What is the rea- 
? Because on it were created the flsho 
and the fowls. He that is bom on the eve of 
the Sabbath will be a man who makes a cir- 
cuit. Rav Nachman bar Isaac aays, who 
makes the circuit in the command me nts-i- He 
that is bom on the Sabbath, on the Sabbatb 
also he shell die, because on his account 
they profaned the great day of the Sabbath. 
Rabba bar Rav 8hUa says, he shall possess Ml 
eminent degree of holiness." (Shabbalh, fol. 
I5S, col. 1.) Here is completely the heathen 
doc^ne of fate. Not only the external cir- 
cumstances of fortune, but (he moral quali- 
ties of the soul are made to depend upon the 
day of a man's nativity. WhMhei a man be 
profligate Or holy, aceoiding to this doctrine, 
does in no wise depend upon himself, his own 
choice, or conscience, but simply on the dr- 
cumslance of his birth happening on a Tnca- 
day or a Saluiday. There is indeed a difiei. 
ence of opinion amongel the Talmudic doctors, 
aa to the nature of the sidereal influence, but 
all agree in the fact, as may be seen further 
from the opinion of R. Huna. 

jxo -Nn D-m Win 'nn hS* mi nv Vm »A 
rpVio TTOi rrVra tan tt irm -m ti" ^wm 
TOT- rroii pm "xn t^na Aw on pi •mrn 



"toi DTco OTm "1^ *03 *rT* 331331 p*o *>pt 
loajvio 'no -ca tp mataT pm win wn rram 
rrW »*T n-nwi rrt-t tfri tan wai -tto "ran 
133 TT TO«ai ]»o "HTi rfsn 3:1 dw )ro Tnm 
^*fnQ3 Tr^ raBTioi to lowi rt*r ^'tea rmamnti 
prar 13 pnj 31 iw> ]jns th w ptmt jmo "wn 

nri TOH MVno •» (om. •» toow •» "m* st ion 
1 'T31 Vnffi O-JB "Dj TD '"3>i "loH win '-atra mh 
" These lliings da not depend upou the 
udereal Influence of the da;, but on the side- 
real iaflnence of the houT. He that is botn 
under the ioRucnce of the sud vill be > splen- 
did Bum, eating and drinking oF thiit which 
belonga to himnelf, and will reveal his secretB : 
if he be B tliief he will not proaper. Ha that 
la bom under Nogah (Venus), win be a rich 
and profligate maiL M'hat la the reaaoo ? 
BecaUK on it the Gie was aealed. He lllat ia 
born under Kochav (Mercury) will be a miui 
of strong memory, and wise, for Mercury is 
•ecretHiy to (be aun. He that ia bom under 
the influence of the moon, will lufftr much, 
building and dcatroying, destroying and 
building : eating and drinking what does not 
belong to him, and a keeper of his own se- 
cret!. Ifa thief, he will pioaper. He that is 
bom under Shabthai (Saturn), wlU be a man 
whoie thoughts come 10 nought, but some 
nay (hose, (hat think against him, ihall come 
to nought. He (hal in botn under Tsedek 
(Jupiter) will be a righteous man. Rav 
NadimaD bar Isaac says, righteoua in tbe 
commandments.* He that ii bom under 
Maodim (Mars) will be a sbedder of blood. 
Kav Achal aaya, either a letter of bk>od, 01 a 
thief, or a circumciser. lUbbah laid, I waa 
bom under Mars. Abbai answered, Therefore 
you BT« fond of puniahing and killing." 
(Shahbath, ibid.) In tbig passage, the hea- 
thenism is still more apparent. It is notorious 
that (he ancient Greek and Roman idolaten 
considered Venus aa the patroness of profli- 
gacy. Mercury as the god of eloquence and 
learning, Mara aa the god of war, and behold I 
here in (he oral law you bare the very same 

he will be a rich and profligate man ; if undei 
Mercury, a man of strong memory and wise ; 
if under Mara, a sheddei of blood." Tb( 
hablta of the mind are here also expressly a(. 
trlbuted to the Influence of the planets, and a 
thief has got the promiae of success, if bis 
nativity happened under the influence of the 
moon. , What then becomes of human re- 
sponsibility, and how does this doctrine agree 
with the words of Moses, " B^old I have se: 
before yoa life and dea<h, blessing and 
curatng, therefore cbooae life, that both (bou 
and thy seed may live F" (DeuL xxx. ISO 

■ Raibi »y<, a msa who Iriibersl In alintilvlst. 



It will be replied by Talmudists, thai (he 
aial law alio says : — 

" Israel la not under the influence of the 
stars." We shall, (herefore, consider (hat 
paasage in Ita context wMiJl immediately 

'IT MTTHi Witrt Via ■p> ^^o» pm- <y-\ Vrci 
Shtu^ VtT3 ]*«ii "^Tn pm* *iT i6tr\ truyub -pny 
nwwDi iTtVn •» nirr ■jn S* 'n tok rn tomo 
cnjn inTP tttxto w^fff vrv "3 inm S* crsflsi 
mw 31 -van Wiw^ to p« 3i tdw Wiw ttn 
inw nan itatiij Vnrrt hn ymi po 3T twi 
;3 □'njj 'ra iiui n"3pn 'jc^ t:rruM -io» nswi 
TSQI3 >«• IBM an-o Iff) i') ic« ■nw w 'm ' 
*m m'was'ta 'rtonDS o'ns W) irm tm^ -ioh 
■^ rro'jwKts «3 lb to» p Tljrt i»n -rm 

"RabUChanina says, the influence of the 
stars makea wise, the influence of the Stan 
makea rich, and larael is under that influence. 
Rabbi Jochanan says, Israel ia not under (he 
influence of (he slara, and Rabbi Jochanan 
helped his argument, torRshhi Jochanan aaja, 
From whence is it proved (bat Israel is not 
under the Influence of the stars P Because it 
is said, ' Thus isith the Lord, leam not the 
way of the heathen, and be not dismayed at 
the signs of heaven ; for tbe heathen are dis- 
mayed at them.' (Jcr- 1. 2.) The heathen, 
but not Israel. Bav aaya, larael is not under 
tbe influence of the stara, for Bahbi Judah 
says, Rav says. From whence is It proved that 
Israel ia not under the influence of the staia ? 
From that which is said, 'And he brought 
him forth abroad.' (Oen. xt. 6). Abraham 
said before Ood, Lord of the world, ' One 
bom in my bouse is my heir.' Ood replied 
not 60, but ' He that shall come forth out of 
thine own bowels.' Abraham replied, I have 
consulted my astrology, and am not lit to 
beget a son. Ood said, Oo forth from thy 
astrology, for Israel is not under the influence 
of the stars." (Sbabbalb, ibid.) Now this 
passage, if taken in tbe most favourable point 
of view, proves only that Israel ia not under 
the influence of the atara ; but this exception 
proves (0 demonstration that the oral law 
teaches, that all other nations are under that 
influence. According (o this doctrine, all the 
Gentiles, and of course Christians among the 
number, are given up to unchanging and 
unchangeable fate. They are good and bad, 
rich and poor, happy and unhappy, according 
to the sidereal influence.at their nativity, and 
consequently ore utterly irresponsible for their 
aciiims. A Oentile thief, or murderer, or 
adulterer, is not so, because be yielded (o 
(emptation, or lo evil disposition, but be- 
cause he happened to be b(mi under (be 
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influence of the Bloon, or of Mars, or 
of Venus. This is the religion of the 
oral law, on the most favourable view of 
the case, and consequently God is represented 
first as a partial governor, who gives consti- 
tutional advantages to one favourite nation, 
which He withholds from all others; and then, 
secondly, as an unjust judge, who punishes 
the Gentiles for doing what the irresistible 
influence of the stars compelled them to do. 
This doctrine is of itself sufficient to prove 
that the oral law is not of God, and that as a 
religion it stands upon a line with the heathen 
and Mahometan systems of fate, and is con- 
sequently infinitely below Christianity. The 
New Testament recognises no system of fa- 
vouritism, but represents God as a just judge, 
'^ Who will render to every man according to 
his deeds*' (Rom. ii. 6) ; and all men as 
resppnsible for the evil which they commit. 
*^ There is no respect of persons with God. 
For as many as have sinned without law, shall 
also perish without law ; and as many as have 
sinned in the law, shall be judged by the 
law." (Ibid, 11, 12.) This is a view wor. 
thy of the Divine character, whereas the astro- 
logical system of the oral law, which repre- 
sents God as giving up all nations to the in- 
fluence of the stars, and then punishing them 
for following that influence which He himself 
ordained, is nothing short of blasphemy, and 
is much more akin to heathenism than to the 
doctrine of Moses and the prophets. But, 
secondly, this passage of the Talmud contains 
two statements directly contradicting each 
other. Rabbi Chanina says, Israel is under 
the influence of the stars — the others say, Is- 
rael is not under the influence of the stars; 
whichever statement we receive as true, the 
other is necessarily false, and therefore the 
oral law contains falsehood, and therefore is un- 
worthy of credit 3dly, The story which is 
here given of Abraham has falsehood on the 
face of it, and after all does not disprove, but 
rather confirms, the doctrine that Israel, as well 
as the other nations, is under the influence of the 
stars ; for as Rashi tells us, Abraham and 
Sarah escaped from their sidereal destiny only 
by changing their names. Rashi's words are— 

ynw 'TVioa mrm ^^ my3a!DS»«D k2 ^b ton 
17 «r orpQM •?!« p lb ]*M cm« p rrysrh ths? 
Tw QttJ D3^ tnip »3« "6n rmo bit^iynvh mo p 

: Vrarr nanttn 

'' God said to Abraham, Go forth from thy 
astrology, for thou hast seen in the stars that 
thou art not to have a son. Abram is not to 
have a son, but Abraham is to have a son. 
Sarai is not to bear a child, but SaraJi shall 
bear a child. I call you by another name, and 
thus the influence of the stars will be changed." 
(Com. in Gen. xv. 5.) Here it is pkinly 
intimated, and that in the name of God him- 



self, that Abraham and Sarah were both nnder 
the influence of the stars, and that if they had 
not changed their names, they never could 
have had a child. This was evidently 
Rashi*s opinion ; and when we remembor 
that the majority of the Jews in the world 
implicitly follow Rashi*s interpretation, we 
may conclude that this is the prevailing doe- 
trine. And perhaps some of the readers of 
this paper may even know instances of Jews 
who, led by tlus interpretation, have actually 
changed their name, in the hope of bettering 
their luck, or even of escaping from death. 
But however that be, it is easy to show that 
the Talmud and the rabbies generally be- 
lieve in the astrological influence of the hea- 
venly bodies. In addition to the passages 
already cited, the Talmud says expressly— 

7133^ dVw rnoinb 3r\ ]q*d npiV • nji ii w "ron 

TMitZr© '3DD TVCXStP TO utTVyW7 Zn jD^ npT? 

pT> n'TTm TTprh rror^ tfrrffn mo'wi naaV? pio 
: 'iDt yxffn ^nttn^ n \av nt?Dn mra ^^w r> 

'< An eclipse of the sun is an evil sign to 
the nations of the world. An eclipse ^'tbe 
moon is an evil sign to Israel, for Israel 
reckons by the moon, the nations of the world 
by the sun. When the eclipse happens in the 
east, it is an evil sign to tne inhabitants of 
the east When it happens in the west, it is 
an evil sign to the inhabitants of the west,'^ 
&c. &C. (Succah, fol. 29, col. 1.) The 
rabbies who have lived since, teach the same 
doctrine. For instance, Saadiah Gaon, speak- 
ing of the manner in which the influence of 
the stars is modified by the signs of thezodiac^ 
says— 

^b HTP ^TD irrw ib rvrvxD d-wVi • n Vran "vrwr 

^* Sometimes the course of a star is partly 
in a good sign and partly in a bad sign. The 
man bom under this will first prosper, and 
then suffer adversity.** (Comment in Sepher 
Jetsirah, fol. 98, coL 1.) He also explains, 
there, how it is possible for astrologers to fore- 
tell sickness and death ; but this is enough to 
show his opinion, and what he had learned 
from the Talmud. The writings of Aben 
£sra bear the same testimony. For instance, 
in his commentary on the ten commandments, 
hesay^— 

yiT Dv «» D»m«jDn thm b:h rj tnoiH p'oan 
pi 'I'l 'MH m?W7 ^2 Nim tro rwtr ^yo) 3ra«n 

mvhD bn^ ^t D^pnon d^mid on Dn«Dt 'niuj 
n^b Mty D'Vttno orroD omujo thmi ^nn robh "w 
m^Ti "¥>! byr6 nvsn fiW i:*:'«Qip iion p ^ jna 
nb'b »iittn ^» tei wson vtb nam nimttj ¥)2') 
pi cm D»p»«)n >:«) ^^ ibtt^o^rmnM m cin 
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p oVwnnaia ia pcmrh nun p^pro rrtn ova 

*' The fourth commandment is that respect- 
ing the Sabbath, and answers to the orb of Sa- 
turn ; for the experimental philosophers say, 
that each one of the ministering servants has 
a certain day of the week in which he exhibits 
his strength, and he is master of the first hour 
in the day, and thus it is also with him who 
is master of the first hour in the night. They 
say, also, that Saturn and Mars are the two 
hurtful stars, and whosoever begins a work, 
or to walk in the way, when either of these 
two is in the ascendant, is sure to fall into 
harm. Therefore our ancienu have said, that 
permission is given to do injury on the nights 
of the fourth and seventh days of the week. 
And behold, thou wilt not find, u all the 
days of the week, a night and a day, one after 
the other, on which these two hurtful stars 
rule except on this day ; therefore it is not 
suitable on it to engage in worldly affairs, but 
to devote it entirely to the fear of God." 
This exposition shows that Aben Esra b&> 
lieved in astrology, and that the power of 
the stars extended to Israel as well as to the 
oiher nations, nay the power of the stars to do 
harm is here made the foundation of the com- 
mand respecting the Sabbath-day. A man, 
whose mind was not thoroughly imbued with 
faith in astrology, could never have been led 
even to entertain such an opinion, when God 
himself has assigned another and entirely dif- 
ferent reason for the institution of the Sabbath. 
But indeed it is not necessary to go to the 
rabbles to prove that modem Judaism teaches 
astrology. That common wish which one so 
often hears amongst the Jews, even at the 

E resent day, liTD bio, mazzal tov, or good luck, 
as its origin in the doctrine of the Talmud, 
and shows how universally it has been re- 
ceived. And thus we see the influence which 
the oral law has had in leading away both 
learned and unlearned from the Word of God, 
and of spreading amongst them, as a tra- 
dition from Moses, what is merely one of 
the numerous errors of heathen idolatry. 
The heathen worshipped the host of heaven. 
The sun, and the moon, and other heavenly 
bodies, they considered as deities; it was, 
therefore, natural for them to suppose that 
they exercised an influence over the affairs of 
men. The Chaldeans were especially devoted 
to this doctrine, and had ahnost existed it to 



the rank of a science. From them, probably 
during the Babylonish captivity, the Jews 
learned this system ; and though altogether 
idolatrous in its origin, and learned from ido- 
laters, it. was congenial to the minds of the 
superstitious rabbles, and was, therefore, in- 
troduced into the oral law, where it has ever 
since continued. The oral law has, therefore, 
in this respect adopted heathen doctrine, and 
teaches heathenism. Every Jew who wishes 
his neighbour niB Vio, mazzal tov, uses a 
heathen idolatrous expression— sanctioned, in- 
deed, by the Talmud, but utterly repugnant 
to the doctrine of Moves. But where will he 
find in the New Testament any warrant either 
for such doctrine or sudi a wish ? The New 
Testament is entirely free from all shadow and 
tincture of this heathenism. Your oral law 
has taught you that the course of events de- 
pends upon the stars. Jesus of Nazareth has 
taught us, that the ordering of all events, even 
the minutest, proceeds from our Heavenly 
Father. He says, '' Are not two sparrows 
sold for a farthing ? and one of them shall not 
fall on the ground without your Father. But 
the very hairs of your head are all numbered.*' 
(Matt. X. 29, 30.) Jesus of Nazareth, there- 
fore, whom you are afraid to follow, lest he 
should lead you after other gods, directs all 
his followers to the one living and true God, 
the Creator, Preserver, and Redeemer of all 
things. Those men, on Ihe contrary, who 
crucified Jesus of Nazareth, and that oral law 
which you prefer to Christianity, have led you 
away from the doctrines of Moses and the 
prophets to the principles of heathenism. The 
general doctrine, that the moral nature, the 
weal and wo of men, ore altogether de- 
pendent upon the stars, is not Mosaic, it is 
heathen ; and the particular details concerning 
the influence of Venus, Mars, and Mercury, 
are plainly the offspring of the worst part of 
heathen mythology. If, then, Jews believe 
in this Talmudic astrology, they approach 
very nearly to heathenism, and such has been 
the case with the majority and the most 
learned of the nation for the last eighteen hun. 
dred years. If from the unavoidable influ- 
ence of Christian knowledge, they now reject 
this portion of the oral law, they declare that 
all their most learned rabbies have been in 
gross error, and that the oral law, which led 
them astray, is not from God, but, on the 
contrary, in one of its most important features, 
a mere copy of idolatrous heatnenism. * 
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_ . re haTC diuavered i 
(wo Iwturei commOD to Idolatrous hcathaiiam, 
Mkl totherdlgionortfaeanllaw. Wc have 
uen [hat it penadei tlie Talmud and tbe 
wridoga of the ralMequcDt nbbia, and that 
it baa tinctured tlic lu^age of rrety.day life. 
It ocGun, Iherefbre, u might be expected, 
inddeatally vhea the onl law ueali of other 
thingt ; and we are induced to notice one 
pauage of this kind, not oal; becauae it 
pTOTCS that fitith in attiology i> an eaEentlal 
demeot io the rdigioa of £e oral lav, but 
because it aeii before ui anothn feature of 
reaemblance to htaiheaiim. In (reatiiig of 
the Tirtuei of amulets, and of tbe teita, 
wfaeieby to try them and IhoM that write 
the folLnring paai^e oecun : — 

Hrfm nurftrt MffoprtfT^wiDTSHKj alien 
•s^ mfm vamp ttotki ktu ttotw 'ion xrAn 
»* "JTap tTorw »nii wot in tt -qj wrtrt 

(TIM TTCfVK Wrcp nU WlVft MTOp ITI "TICinM 

vo WTU irt •s>op "rfsi wo n "M "nofw tij 
•Q TTomt »A *t •ntSTW in Tromt <A •HTi Vni? 
»iin wn (Toa ifrea hoW w rrt tn hti pitw 

" Rav Papa aava, I am certain In the case 
of three omuleti tor three men ; where three 
copiei of one amulet have cured three llmea, 
then both the writer and (he amulet are ap. 
ptDied. Id the case of three amuletg for 
three men, where each perfuTmsoal; one cure, 
then the writer is approred, the amulet ia 
approved. In the case of one amulet for 
tbree men, then (he amulet is approved, (he 
writer la not approTed. But Rav. Papa aska, 
What is to be the decision when there are 
three amuIeU for one man? The amulet ii 
CerUdnly not approrcd, the writer may or may 
not be. Shall we say that he cured hhn ? 
Or wai it perhaps (be influence of the slats, 
beloDg^g to that mao, (hat had an affinity 
fin ^at which was written? That must re. 
tnsin undecided." (Shsbbath, foLei, col. 2.) 
Here we hare the influence of the start again, 
and that not in the case of the heathen, but 
In the mse of lanelitei. The whole paaaage 
tefera to none but Isiadites. The queiiion, 
&om which thia digression about amulets 
■rose, was whedier it li lawful to vesr amulets 
on (he Sabbalh.day, a question concerning 
the Jews, and tbem only. In this question, 
then, we find (he doctrine of SideiMl influ. 



__ , .-^posed where a 

cured by the help of three amulets, and thence 
arises a doubt as to whether the Tnaker may 
l>e cODsidered Bi an approTed writer of amulets ; 
and upon this ease K. Papa does not Tenture 
to dedde, beeauH it is possible that the cure 
may be owing to the Influence of the stan. 
How can there be a itrongei proof of faith in 
tbe power of the stars ors Isradites as well 
as orer other penons ? 

This passage provei incoD(raTertib1y thsl 
the heathen notion of astrology is inseparably 
hiterwovcn with the religious system of the 
oral law, but it also presents (o our consider 
ration another circumstance equaUy startling, 
and that is, that the oral law sanctions the use 
of amulets or charms, as a cure for or defence 
against sickness and other erils. Wlu(, is it 
possible, (hat the Jews who (hink that their 
religion is the true religion rerealed by Ood 
to Moses, and whose chief objection to Chris- 
tlantly is the fenr lest it should lead them to 
Btnmge gods, Is It possible that this people 
should still entertain the old heathen notion 
conceming amulets ? Ves, whilst the follow- 
ers of Jesus of Nazareth hare learned from 
him to renounce (his superstitious and wicked 
practice, the Jews, taught by those who rs- 
jected and cnicifled bim, ttill believe In the 
oral law which teaches the manner of making 
I and using charms. But perhaps aome oita 
I will say, it occurs only in the Oemars, but not 
in the Mishna. ThU is at aU titnes but ■ 
poor ^»It^ for the oral law, ot rather an 
open confeasion (hat the greatest part of that 
law is indefensible, but it will not serve beie. 
The doctrine of amulets proceeds btna the 
Mishna, which says, — 

*' It is not lawfiil to go forth on the Sab- 
bath-day wi(h an amulet unless It be trom an 
approred person." The Oemara thro takes 
up this o ' ' 

s^ Trooi MTU WTOitaTtt wan «i Hco STTOK 
KjTi s^ Hrm-o tfrt i'w urn lertim jro tA* 
tin wrennn -p ■cnro pu rrfi «Vi -irsn -oj 
nmyio wp virn i'n n"o troio li-wu pn 'irp 
vvp tvn XQ Vo p» TTO ttfttn natn wto to 



i "131 TiD3~ r/m tijH tth™ »rt TO3D a 
" RaT. Papa says, do not think that It ia 
nccevuiy thai both the man and the amulet 
must be approvtil ; it ia enough if the man 
be approreo, evea though the amulet be not 
appniTed. Theproof ii. thattheMuhna uyi, 

■ Unleo the amulet be from an approved per- 
MHi,' but doca not aar, * Unless (he amnlec 
be approved,' ftom wbich it is plain. Oui 
lahbies have taught thus. What is an ap- 
proved BDiuIet? Ad J amulet that hai efiWted 

■ cuie, and done so twice oi tbiice. Tbe 
doctiiiw boldi good, whether the amulet be 
a wriuoi oe, or made of raoti — whether the . 
man be dangetoualf ill or not — not only if 
ha be epileptic, but that he may not become 
eBOe^ac" (Shabbatb, fol. 61, col. 1.) Fram 
this It qipeaia that there are ivo sorts of 
amulets, one containing some vtiiien words, i 
the other made of roots of various kinds, and 
it is equally plain that the objeci of wearin 
than was either to prevent iklauu or t 
effect a cure. On the Sabbath those only at 
lawful, which have been manufactured by 
man, who has already established his character 
for making efficacious amulets, or which have 
been already tried and proved to be so. This 
l* Ibe doctrine of the Talmud, and let every 
Jew remember that this dadiine is not ex- 
tracted fVom the legendary part, but from those 
laws which are Ixnding upon the consciences 
of all who acknowledge an Dial lav. And 
(Ms is not any private opinion of our own, as 
may be seen by referring to any compilatloD 
where the laws are collected, as for instance 
the Jad Hachszakah, where this law ia Ibus 

rwmio v^ mn m VI • nrroio rrpa pnm 
MBno BV VTOMJ i» m« -M 'vhch wc-ro m 

" It is lawful to go out with an approved 
wtinlet. What is an approved amulet ? One 
that has cured three persona, or has been 
made by a man who has cured Ibiee persons 
■whh Dtber amulets." (Hllehoth Sbabbath, 
«. ilx. 14.) Tbe Arbah Taiim eaten more 
at length into the subject, thus — 

tFtctid hw wi nrrcno WTOiTsa dvst p« 

invA (TOJ ircmn jTTBftic WD-n Tiat 'a -inM trt 
ptDn'tjrfi TWO »* tan mnyiOEOT fen arrt 
TTpiiorvxKmH^'twBarO'DH nrmionzpn 
« wm mn rruwn irw art jtoid jid 'tu «S 
v/'yi .ffw W 'nam iron nnwti dtmo Trdm 
jwiw 'a tn» tjr* aro» pu svp wm Tnyw 

tyOVD TVlfTV TTW DX^ W '*tmN 'A TrVlFTn TTTH tol 

Tnonwi "orav mm taa m mtt mai tTtarvw 
Bt/t emvp '1 am rat ban ■ DTx W; Tfti nna* 
1 fop (At 0133 TTCiiTK lA DTOPd ■} T«ni -mn 
iM jra Vu HW UN) (A TTTTOiD yvta recrt -vnas 



1 Kx 11 nm )i nyo la w iVnnj p pps hti 
WW vh wtw t»S< Tveei) xfyw -va nmMj vfn 
Uflw nie vfjm jias tictmn innc lAt 'Wn 

" It Is not lawful to go out in an amulet, 
which la not approved, kut if It be approved, 
it is lawM, Whether it be the man or 

the amulet whiefa is approved, makes no dif- 
ference ; for instance, if a man have written 
one and the aamc ebami in ibiee eapiea, and 
all three have efficted a core, the man is ap- 
proved with respect to that charm every time 
that he writes h, but not with respect to other 
oharaui ndlher la tbe aranlet approved if 
written by inollux. There Is olao no differ- 
ence in the ease, when the amulet is approved, 
but the man not so; for instance, if a man 
write one charm, and only one copy, and baa 
with it effected a cure tfane time*, then that 
copy is approved for every man. A third 
case ia, when botb the man and the amulet 
are approved ; for instanee. If a man write 
(me etunn In three copies, and eadi has been 
of use to three men or to one man three times, 
then tlie man is appcored with respect to thii 
charm In every copy which he may write, and 
these copies ore considered as approved for the 
use of all men. But if he have written three 
dilierent amulets for one man, and have cured 
htm three timea, then neither the man nor the 
amulet is approved. Farther, It Is lawful to 
go out with an approved amulet, whether it 
be a writing or one made of roots, atid whe- 
ther the man be dangerously ill or not. 
Nether ia it oeceasary that he should have 
been already epileptic, and now makes uHe of 
it for a cute. On the contiary, if he lie of an 
epileptic family, and wear it as a preventive, 
ft is lawful." (Orach Chalim. aec. 301.) 
There can be no mistake here. This Is Jew- 
ish law binding upon all who acknowledge 
tradition. NeiAier ia It a doubtful or passing 
notice; on the conlraiT, the different cases 
are all enumerated, and every particular spe- 
dfied. The oral law here gives the most un- 
qualified sanction to the use of amulets or 
eharma, and that even on tlie Sabbalh-day. 
That tuch charms are near akin to magic 
or wildicrxft is pUln from the nature 
and purpose of the manufacture, and 
ttota the undisguised use of the word vx^ 
" charm ;'* but there ia a passage In Haahi'a 
commentary on another Tolmudic treatise, 
wliich puts this beyond all douht ; we there- 
fore give both the text and the commentary 

pro wt^ ptn ^rtrt 1*71 D^To^ ''aiD© ^33T isn 

'*TT33 O^tOS p3 p OTJTTO TTOH ^ TIDTTTO D^^^ 

TTOx TS"fy )^3sw jffip Wtw p jfur 'fr:at! Vt) 
wwoi (TTo rrai wto lot p pnv jn iji I'te 
rtpi "PO *jmpTi Trtin 'pTpi rrnjm iniArr vnoi 
D'xm nftODi H-10EM1 mtJii?ri nrm Tm pwm 



iV\tr 



" Our iubblM bam handed dovn the m- 
dltlMi llut Hillel tbB elder bad dghtT dw. 
dple*, of nbom tbiity wen u wonby ai 
lUoKt our mulv to hare tbe Sbechinah 
teatiog upon tbeni. Thirty othen ware ai 
worthy M Joihiw the aon of Nun that for 
them tbe «un ihould stand ilUL Twenty 
vweiu the middle rank, of trtkom the neatnt 
wu JoDMbut the MNi of Uiid i and the bait 
of oil wu Rabbi Johanaa ben Zachd. Of 
Ihii lait-named nbU it ii laid, that he did 
not leave unatudied iha BUiIe oi the Hiaboa, 
Oemara, the canadcutiiiiu, the Agadoth, (he 
Dieellea of the law and the Scribes, tbe argu- 
DMDt, a forliori, and frani rimilv premlK), 
Ihn Iheory of the change of (be moon, Oe- 
matria, the parablcB taken tioen grapei and 
iiam roia, the laoguBge of demaoi, tbe bui- 
guage of palni-mn, and the langaan of ihe 
angali," &g. (Ban Bilhn, fol. 



oUwn? Thia tr „ . 

ax^gendon, arould be luffielent to mark tbe 
charaoec of the labbieii aa falae witneaaea. 
It ii plainly B fable, such ai one might expect 
in the Arabian Nlgbts' entertainmeiiti, but 
not in a law that prafeaaee to have come from 
God, It i* anotber proof that the account of 
the oral U« is a mere fiction. But our object 
in quoting the passage here. Is to point out ita 
connexion with eharmi and unulets. It tells 
us Ibat this labbi underilood the lunguage of 
the mintalering aogeli t now what use was 
this? Rashl tells us la bis commentur, 
Omn^ to eoDJure or to adjure them ; that fa, 
to compel tbem to serve him, when he ad- 
jured them ; that ia, by their mean* to ad the 
part of a conjuror. It may perbspa be a^, 
ibeae were tbe good sngels, with whom a holy 
man might bold convene, bol we are also 
told Ihat be underatood " tbe language of 
demcou." What waa tbe object of thlaP 
lUihi anlwera ^aic — 

I Tvnrh ij*op mow"? rri^o t^^i l*vuiu^j 
" For the purpose of adjuring them i and 
faence It fbllows that amulela may be made In 
order to effect cures." From lUa it appears 
that tbe Talmud allowa ■ nan to have eon. 
' veiae with evil aniriu, aod ibal this picccdenc 
estahliahea the lawfulnesa of amulet*. And 
this ia ihe religion of tbe oral law, these the 
doctrines and practices of tbe men who re. 
jaoted Jesus of Nazareth t Here la real 
beathenisDi, not one shade of which appeon 
InlbeNewTestameoL Ohl bow diiferent ia 
this from the doctrine of Slotes and the pro- 

CM. The oral law sends aick men to seek 
p in amuIeU*ndchuma,butnottotheGod 



oflsrswl. NowwhaidiSereneelstheNbalwceti 
this and tbe conduct of Ahailab, when he fell 
down through the btlice In hts upper chim- 
bei In Saimuia, and was dck F " He sent 
messengen, and said unto them, Qo Inqulis 
of Bedsebub, the Ood of Ekton, whether I 
ahali recover of Ibis disease. But the aogel of 
the Lord said to Elijah the Tisbblle, Arias, 
go up to meet the messengers of the King of 
Samaria, and say unto tbcm, la it not because 
there is not ■ God in Israel, that ye go lo In. 
quire of Beeliebab tbe God of Ekion ?" (3 
Kings L 3, 3.) And so it may slUl he said 
to Israel la it not because there it not a Ood 
in larael, that ye go to amulets and cbaima 
lootder to get cured of your diseases; Moses 
pwnls lo Ood as the great phyaldan ; he asyi, 
" Wherefore U ebaU come to paa. If ye 
hearken lo tluae iud«nenta,«Ddkeep and do 
them, that the Li^ Uiy Ood ahall keep unto 
thee the covenant and the mercy which he 
awara unio thy fatbeis. And tbe Lord will 
take away irom ihee all sickness." (Deut. 
vii. 12—15.) God himself saya— 

" I am the liOan that bealelh thee." 
(Exod. XV. 36.) But the oral law leada men 
away from Ood, and tell* them to go to an 
approved man and lo gel an approved amulet, 
and for ihis allowi lo learn uie language <tf 
demons, and to compel them by sdjuntion to 
be lubiervtent. Wbere, in all tbe Old Tea- 
lament, ia there any thing like this? When 
tbe widow's son was aick, Elijah did not give 
her an amulet lo make him well, and yet, if 
there were auch things, it might l>e luppmed 
that be knew of them, and knew bow to make 
them t in short, that he was an approved man 
and could make an approved amulet { but 
Elijah'i iruat was not in auch heathen noa> 
aenie, bul in the God of Israel Before Him 
he proatrated himself, and said, " O lioid 
my God, I pray thee, let this child's aoul 
come into him again." (I Kings xviL 23.) 
When Heiekiah waa aick, we read not that lie 
senl for an approved amulet, but that *' He 
turned his fsee inwards the will, and pnyed 
unto tlie Lord." Not ehamiB, but faith and 
prays, are the amulets of the Old Testament, 
and also of the New. The Lord Jeaus Chan 
wrought many miracles of healina, and muU 
tltudea of aick people applied lo him for re- 
lief, but be never directed them to amulets in 
order to attain it. His direction is, " Be not 
afraid, only believe." (Slatk v. 36.) Uii 
dUdplei auD wrought great miracles on tha 
lick, but not by amulets. Their confession 
is, " Hla name, through failh in bis name, 
hath given him this prafect loundnen in the 
presence of you all." (Acts iii. 16.) And 
thedi commutd ia, not lo wear amulets, but lo 
pray. " Ii any sick amwig you t Let him 
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call for the elders of the Charch ; and let 
diem pray over him, anointing him with oil 
in the name of the Lord ; and die prayer of 
faith shall save the sick, and the Lord shall 
raise him up ; and if he have committed sins 
they shall be forgiven him. The effectual 
fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth 
much. Ellas was a man subject to like pas- 
sions 88 we are, and he prayed earnestly that 
it might not rain, and it rained not on the 
earth by the space of three years and six 
months. And he prayed again, and the 
heaven gave rain, and the earth brought forth 
her fruit.'* (James v. 13—18.) This is 
the doctrine of the New Testament, exactly 
agreeing with that of Moses and the prophets, 
so that you need not fear that Christianity 
will lead you to heathenism ; on the contrary, 
it will lead you back from the heathenism of 
magic, and astrology, and amulets, to the God 
of Israel. 

But there is another feature, in this doctrine 
concerning amulets, which must not be over- 
looked, and that is that the manufacture of 
amulets may be made a mere trade for col- 
lecting the money of the credulous. If a man 
get a reputation as an approved manufacturer, 
the believers in the oral law will naturally 
apply to him in case of sickness, or other cir- 
cumstances, where amulets are of service, and 
of course the remedy is not to be had for no- 
thing. We have known and heard of such 
things both in the west and in the east And 
thus the poor Israelites are led away from the 
God of Israel, and induced, as the prophet 
says, '^ To spend their money for that which 
is not bread, and their labour for that which 
satisfieth not" But what a testimony does 
this whole doctrine furnish to the conduct and 
the doctrine of Jesus of Nazareth ? His great 
endeavour was to show the apostacy of the 
oral law, and to lead the people back from 
tradition to the Holy Scriptures. M^as he 
right or was he wrong ? Which is the reli- 
gion, of the oral law or of the New Testament, 
most agreeable to the religion revealed to 
Moses and the prophets ? Is the practice of 
magic a Mosaic doctrine ? Is permission to 
hold converse with evil demons a Mosaic doc- 
trine ? Is astrology a Mosaic doctrine ? Is the 
manufacture of amulets and charms a Mosaic 
doctrine? No; they are all directly opposed to 



the doctrine and commandments^of Moses, 
and the practice of all the holy men of old. 
Are these things doctrines of the oral law ? 
Yes. Are they the doctrines of the New 
Testament? No. Christians are taught to 
abstain from all such things. Then in this, 
at least, Christianity is more like Mosaism. 
How long will the Jews suffer themselves to 
be thus deluded and imposed upon ? Many 
are perhaps ignorant of the details of that 
system which they profess, but such igno- 
ranee is highly culpable. If men profess a 
religion, they ought to know what it is, and 
what are its doctrines, and what the practices 
which it prescribes. Modem Judaism teaches, 
as the truth of Qod, all these heathenish no- 
tions and practices ; it is time, then, for the 
Jews to inquire whether this be tlie true re- 
ligion in which they have continued for so 
many centuries, and if not, to stand in the 
ways and ask for the old paths. It is a vain 
thing for a few individuals of the nation to 
attempt to deny that these superstitions are an 
essential portion of modem Judaism. As 
long as the oral law is acknowledged to be of 
divine authority, that oral law must itself be 
taken as the witness for ite own doctrines, and 
the standard of the modern Jewish religion. 
There is no possible middle course ; either 
Jews must altogether and publicly renounce 
the Talmud as false, superstitious, and hea- 
thenish, or they must be content to be re- 
garded in one of two characters, either as its 
faithful disciples, who believe all it says, or as 
timid men-pleasers, who are afraid to confess 
the truth of God, or to protest against the er- 
rors of man, lest they should suffer some 
worldly loss or inconvenience. But is it pos- 
sible that cowards, in the cause of God, should 
be found amongst the people of Gideon, who 
stood boldly against the idolatry of a whole 
city, and overthrew the altar of Baal, or 
amongst the offspring of Hananiah, Mishael, 
and Azariah, who dared a fiery furnace, or 
amidst the countrymen of Daniel who trembled 
not at the view of the lion's den ? No, we 
will rather believe that all the Jews are still 
bigoted Talmudists, and that when they cease 
to be, they will come forward with the spirit 
of their fathers and the strength of their God 
to vmdicate the truth. 
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Both Jew and Gentile will agree that lead to the inevitable conclusion that wisdom 

true religion is the fear of the Lord, but the is not one of the characteristics of the oral 

difficulty is how are we to know it, and what law. Take for example the following direc- 

are the marks that will help us to distinguish tion to stop a bleeding at the nose : — 

the true from the fahe ? The Word of God ^^^yXy^ ,,t, ^^^ ^^ „^ ,;,,t, ^^^^ .^^ ^^ 

givesmany, of which at present we select this j^t, ^^y^^ ^^ ^.^^ ,^,1, ^ ,^ y^x^ ^x^ ^r, 

^^^ ' 'DH rrV iinD»: vh w sncob ^pG\D xl vhro »dd hurt 

J mrr ntn^ rvxin n»tt»n n^n^b vh w oao n^a 'V oriD fp-2 >d3 >!n owa 

« The fear of the Lord is the beginning of MDi^mpi Hp»n» N^^DT Nb«»« 'nDCDNT N^-^ 

wisdom." (Psalm cxi. 10.) True religion, ^^^ ^.y, ,^ ^^^ ^^..^^^ ^,t„t^ ^^^ ^^j^^, 

as the Bible teaches, does not only better the ^^^^,^^ ^^ ^^^.^ ,^^^^3 ,y^ .^^^^^ ^5^ 

i w?."fllt^°jrTT? the understandmg ; ^ ^ 

whereas false religion not only corrupts, but .^. • jj 

also makes its votaries foolish. This is the ^«^ "^ °?j^ ^^'^"^ ^T° "^ "^^° ^ 

uniform representation of the Bible, and thus ^"^^ «2*TD *?pttr:i ND*a 'wn"? «3ro tni MCra 'Mrf? 

we read of true religion, « The law of the '""'no N^NOttn TTTai rrVwD^n MTO \mnD M:n3n 

Lord is perfect, converting the soul : the tes- iD*OTD^3i tnon MnVnD »nnn Vna'ai rranDH «rO 

timony of the Lord is sure, making wise the in«2"i Kino «mn mn^ >A W rrm:a a^n»3l M3»D3 

simple." (Psalm xix. 7.) And again the pDD»V M*D ♦an 'pDDT 'DVi '3 l"iD»Vi rrVj? littrVi Kna 
wisest of men says, " Then shalt thou un- : »Nn»:bD 13 whn rroi 

derstand righteousness, judgment, and equity ; « ^^^ a bleeding at the nose, let a man be 

yea every good path When wisdom entereth brought who is a priest, and whose name is 

mto thine heart, and knowledge is pleasant j^^^j^ ^^^ j^^ j^j^ ^,ite the word Levi back- 

to thy soul, discretion shall preserve thee, ^^^s. If this cannot be done, get a layman^ 

understandmg shall keep thee." (Prov. u. ^nd let him write the following words back- 

9-11.) The votaries of false religion are on wards:-* Ana pipi Shila bar sumki,'* or 

the contrary described as devoid of ^wisdom, let him write these words, ' Taam dli bemi 

"They are ^together brutish and foolish; ^ y^ ^^^ U ^en^j paggan,'+ or let him 

the stock IS a doctrine of vanities." (Jer. x. 8.) ^ake a root of grass, and the cord of an old 

And, again None considereth in his heart, ^ed, and4)aper and saffron, and the red part 

neither is there knowledge nor understanding ^f ^^e inside of a palm-tree, and let him bum 

to say I have burned part of it m the Hre ; ^hem together, and let him take some wool, 

yea, also, I have baked bread on the coals ^nd twist two threads, and let him dip them 

thereof; I have roasted flesh and eaten it ; !„ vinegar, and then roU them in the ashes, 

and shall I make the residue thereof an abo- ^nd put them into his nose. Or let him look 

mmation ? Shall I fall down to the stock of ^^^ f^r a smaU stream of water that flows from 

a tree? He feedeth on ashes: a deceived g^st to west, and let him go and stand with 

heart hath turned him aside, that he cannot ^ne leg on each side of it, and let him take 

deliver his soul, nor say. Is there not a he m ^-^^ his right hand some mud from under his 

my right hand ? (Isaiah xliv. 19, 20.) ig^ ^^^ ^nd with his left hand from under 

According to these passages of Smpture wis- ^is right foot, and let him twist two threads 

dom IS a test of true religion, and folly of a of wool, and dip them m the mud, and put 

false one let us then apply this test to the re- ^hem into his nostrils. Or let him be placed 

ligion of the oral law, does it commend itself ^n^er a spout, and let water be brought and 

to the understanding by Us wisdom, and the poy^ed upon him, and let them say, * As this 

wisdom of Its teachers ? It is true, that it ^^ter ceases to flow, so let the blood of M., 

speaks well of itself, and calls all its doctors t^e son of the woman N., also cease.' " 

D^ODH « Wise men," but the chapter on ^q^^^i^, fol. 69, col. 1.) Now we ask any 

amulets, quite fresh in the memory of our j^^ of common sense, whether this passage 

readers, excites some doubts upon the subject, g^vours most of wisdom or folly ? Vinegar 
tnougn ot these we considered only the theory. „ , ^ 

The histories, which the Talmtid gives of the ,u*J^^SX "^^^"J!^'''.^ iTu'« c^.'rm •.^''" ""^ 

•r> . • • • 1 ' • .1 1 ° , 1 tnese words is Min^DTn* 't *■ * charm. 

Kabbinical practice with regard to such charms, f j^-i ^jn^ «« it is a charm." Rashi. 

H 



■nd irater may be very useful in endi a CBie, 
or even mud, if used in euflicieni qiunUtjr, 
might ttop up the tiMe, and therefore atop the 
bleediog too, but what manner of beaefit can 
proceed Itddi the word Lierl written back. 
warda, or tVam IhoK woida irhich Ruhi pro- 
Dounceg to be magical ? Why ii the mud of 
water flowing from east to we«t more effica- 
dous, and whj li It to be taken with the 
right band from under the left foot, and with 
the lef^ band liDm under the right foot F 
Plunly becauie the authors of thia patsage 
thought there was some charm or magic 
power, and their minds were ao oTcrpowered 
bj auperstltion, aa to lead them to disregard 
the plain words of AIohcb forbiddiDg all magic 
It cannot be pretended that this is a rare case, 
the Talmud abounda in inch remedies, all 
equally wige> For instance lake the Icdlowing 
mode of trealmeiit for the acratch or bile of * 
mad dogi^ 

rmmrBVDnBTO atearmwDnaT rTODrti"n 
1^1 i-nOT 'a Vj rora 13:^ riRro rmn tpv 
voni ^ fv> nyo rfn o'toim im avn tm 

rrtspoi tent vni 'va r'm ime rtn tm tcw 

rt myi 'pnoo :n fpn jnrst ira if» imw 
mm r*n rrropr va pnoo 7n t]-rn ri"c 

•Dsra TKTp TDu T'7rr\ ttwcA imTrtin h?TO3 
icM'Topn>(ioraTOrrt mil rr^a irnnnKjtrrr 

vca'vn-pa «a'ro«-oi imn hsboh kt^' 
M«M Ti tr rr crrtfjp Tp ii? rf? ■tohi on-bp 
-nj-up '3 inrui* iramb iTrj-nVmi nte pa* -om 
inmaM '-nana Tirtpji im-pon mtto ttv -cnn 
•I'D TIB 'D KTie irr 'cnn ■pm "aiT mrtw "TitDp^ 
HTW1 riNiaa in 'cAt iTOn:T uraiu «^ Twrt «^ 
(nau'Di'miatUH rnn'mo -u'lin wrjpixrt^ 
I HITTI Nmii rpcM n* 
" The rabbles have handed down the tra- 
dition, that there are Rve things to be ob- 
aerved of a mad dog : hii mouth is open, hii 
saliva flows, his ears hang down, hia tail it 
between his legs, and he goes bv the sides 01 
the ways. Some aay aiso, thai he barks, but 
his voice is rot heard. What ia the cause of 
hia madness ? Ha* says, it proceeds from 
this, (hat the witeliea are making their sport 
Vitb bim. Samuel lays, it is an evil sptrii. 
that rests upon him. What is the diffirence t 
The difference ia this, that Id the latter case 
he ia to be lilled by some missile weapon, 
The tradition" agrees with Samuel, for it 
■ays, In tilling him no other mode is to be 
used but the caating of Hirae miisile weapon, 
If ■ mad d(^ scratch any one, he Is in danger ; 
but if he bite him he will die. In caw 1^ » 



(craleh there is danger ; what then is ttie re. 
medy? Let the man cast oif his clolhea and 
run away. Rav Huna, the 10a of Rav 
Joshua, was once scratched in the street by 
one of them ; he immediately cast 08' hta 
clothes and ran away. He also says, I ful< 
Slled in myielf those words, ' Wisdom giveth 
lifb to them that have it.' (Ecdes. vii. 12.) 
Id case of a bile the man will die ; what then 
ia the remedy 7 Abai says, Ue must take the 
skin of a male adder, aDd write upon it these 
words, ' I, M., the son of the woman N., 
upon Ihe skin of a male adder, I write agunst 
thee, Eanti, Knnti, Elims.' Some say, 
'Kudi, Eandi, Elunis, Jah, Jah, Lord of 
Hosts, Amen, Amen, Selah.' Let him also 
cast off his clothes, and bury them in the 

Eie-yard for twelve mnndis of the year j 
n let him take iheni up and bum them in 
an oven, and let him scatter the ashes at the 
parting of the roads. But during these twelve 
months of the jaa, when he drinks water, let 
him drink out of nothing but a brass tube, 
lest he should see the phantom-form of the 
demon and be endangered. This wns tried by 
Abba, the son of Martha, who is the same as 
Abba the son of Manjuml. His mother 
made a golden tube for him." (Joma, foL 
83, coL 1.) This ii a very pl^ case of the 
use of an amulet and of msgie, but whether 
it be a proof of proroond wisdom, we leave to 
the judgment of the reader. What good can 









ikin of a male adder? □ 
burying and then burning his dothea, and 
scBltering the ashes on the cross-roads ? It 
cannot be pretended that this is medical 
trealment, and still less that it is the treat- 
ment commanded by the Word of God. If 
it had pleaied Ood 10 command all ihis, we 
should not only submit, but gladly recom- 
mend this recipe in every similBr case. T 
Ood Almighty no man can prescribes H^ 
chooses what means he pleases, and may dt 
so because his omnipotence can render diem 
eifecluaL Ue healed the Israelites bitten by 
the fiery serpents by Ihe ughl of Ihe brazen 
image, and he cuced Naamaa's lepnuy by 
bathing in the walen of Jordan. Whatever 
then be the means which He prescrilres, our 
. highest wisdom is to make use of them. But 
as he has not prescribed ihe means recom- 
mended by the Talmud, but forbidden them 
in his general prohibition of magic, we must 
say that the man who uses them has bid 
adieu 10 all true wisdom. No wonder, then, 
if hia own inventions are stamped with Jblly. 
But what will our readers think of the cause 
of canine madneaa here assigned? " Rav 



are over all his workt, ollovi wicked vometi 
to loraieni hit irealurea, and to inflict upoh 
ihem a dreadful malady to male sport for 
themaelves. !■ tfaig wise, is it accoiding In 
Scriptuie? Tfaii is the doctrine of the oral 
law ; and if Je»ut of Nazareth had not pro- 
tested ^laiiiM it, and taught a true doctrine bf 
auerting tbe truth of Scripture, Ihia would be 
thf uniienal doctrine and practice of Ihr 
Jews. Whoever belieres the Talniiid, muBl 
believe in this and all the other follin which 
It conlains. Whoever rejects theae things, 
confeuea that the Talmud conulni what it 
falae and fooliih, and tbetebj shakes or rathe)- 
overthrows its authority. Some perion will 
perhaps say that similar superstitions and 
foLies have been found amongst Christians, 
We grant that this has been the caw wheievei 
Christiana have departed from the written 
Word of Ood, but can any thing limilar be 
found in the New Testament f That book is 
our standard of Christianity. Ab you say 
that the oral law is of divine authority, ne 
■a; that the New Testament is of divine au- 
thority. We point out to you these follies, 
not In individual Jews, but in your book of 
authority. If you would make out a parallel 
caae, you must do the same:. But you can. 
not The New Testament has nothing of | 
the kind; and it is for you to expUin how 
thiahappena, that the New Testament, which , 
jou bdicve to be false, is entirely free from 
every thing of the kind. ! 

Further, we ask every right-minded la. I 
raelile, whether he is not shocked at that pro. ' 
fanation of the reverend and holy namea of j 
Ood, which is here not only countenanced but 
prescribed. What can a devout Jew think I 
either of the man or the book that tells us to I 
write the names, 

" Jah, Jah, the LoRD of Hosts," by the 
Nde of such nonsense as KaQti,KBnti, KlurusF i 
Woukl he say that this is coniislent with true 
religion ? And jet Ibis profane use of the i 
name of God (ot mujcal purposes, is not rate 
in the Talmud. The following is another 



TT^T» rr^ p'pTTT wrn^u rrt 
nai TOM m> nto jcti p* 
"ETC riMD rtn thi} h^j pi 




rr^. 



1 nnnrf «Vi a'ni pin o^ to 
" Rat>bah says, They that go down to the 



head. But if we si 
stair on which are graved the words, ' I am 
that 1 am, Jah, Lom of Uoflts, Amen, Ameitt 
Selah,' it subsides. They that go down to 
the sea have told me, that the diatancc be- 
tween one wave and another, is three hundred 
miles. It happened once that we were making 
a voyage, and we raised a wave until we saw 
, the resling-place of the least of all the staiti 
It was large enough to sow forty bushels of 
mustard seed, and if we had raised it more 
I we should have been burned by the vapour of 
the star. One wave raised its voice and called 
I to its companion, O, companion, hast thou 
I left any thing in the world that thou bast not 
I overflowed? Come, and let us destroy iL 
< It replied, Come and see the pow£r of thy 
Lord. I could not overpass the sand even a 
hair's-breadth, for it is written, ' Fear ye not 
me ? saith the Lord ; will ye not tremble at 
my presence, which have [Jaced the sand t<a 
the bound of the sea, by a perpetual dcciee 
that it cannot paaa it?' (Jer.».22.)" (Bava 
Balhra, foL 73, coL 1.) Here is the same 
profanation of ^e peculiar and holy names of 
Ood ; it is to be engraved on a staff either to 
lay or to raise the waves. But besides th« 
profanity, just consid^ the fblly of this whob 
story. Id the first place, it ascribes to men, 
no matter whether they are good or wicked, 
absolute power over the waves of the sea. 
Anybody can engrave those names of Ood 
upon a BUilT, anybody can use the stafT to 
strike the sea, and thus a wicked man, witli- 
out either faith, fear, or love of God, may 
make and use an Instrument which almost 
invesB him with omnipotence. Is it possible 
that any son of Israel can be so credulous aa 
to believe such manifest absurdity F But this 
story reminds us again of the utter disregard 
of truth which charocleriies the Talmud. 
Here we are told that, by power of thia magic 
itafl^, a wave was raised so high as to enable 
ibnse ttsvellera to see the resting-place of the 
smallest of all the BtBrs,andthat so distiocliy, 
toc^ as to be able to make a good guess at tta 
measure. The slightest knowledge of modem 
satronnmy is sufficient to show not only the 
improbabihty, but the utter impossibility of 
anything of the kind. The least of the stars 
visible 10 the naked eye is at an almost im- 
measurable distance from the earth, so as to 
make it perfectly ludicrous to talk of a ware 
being rahed to such a height. All the water 
on the face of the globe would be far from 
sufficient for (be formation of one such 
wave. But the Talmud Intimates that tbey 
had the power of raising it still higher, and 
were prevented only by the feat of being 
wotched. But the Talmud is not satisfied 
with these wonders, it goes oa to describe ■ 
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conversation between two waves. The com- 
mentator, who evidently believed every word 
of the story, suggests that this conversation 
was carried on by the angels presiding over 
the waves. 

!?M Dinn MDai-D prsj -loib ^^p p: «^3 rrV >Dni 
: Dn crr^ d^diddh D>>te «Dttn vrrp oinn 
" The wave lifted up its voice, that is, it 
cried, and so we find, « Deep calleth unto 
deep.' And perhaps tliis means the angels 
who were set over them." The commentator, 
it appears, had no doubt of the truth of the 
•lory, and how should he have, if he believed 
in the Divme authority of the Talmud ? But 
we ask our readers do they believe this story — 
and if they do not, why not? .Because it is 
too absurd, and too far beyond the bounds of 
possibility. Can, then, a book that swarms 
with similar accounts be from God? By 
what means did all these things about magic, 
astrology, amulets, magical cures, and staves, 
get into the Talmud ? No doubt they were 
put in by the authors. Either, then, the 
authors believed in all these things, or they 
did not. If they did not believe in them, 
then they were evidently bad men, who deli- 
berately wrote falsehood. But if they, did 
believe these things, then, though not guilty 
of wilful falsehood, they were credulous, 
superstitious persons, who had no clear idea of 
the religion of Moses and the prophets ; and 
in either case, they are most unsafe guides in 
religion. It is for the Jews of the present 
day to consider whether they will still adhere 
to a system that involves the belief of so many 
incredibilities, and sanctions the profanation 
of the names of God for the purposes of magic. 
Eighteen centuries are surely long enough to 
have remained in such thick darkness. Those 
who have been brought up in such a system 
ought now, at least, to arise and ask what 
have they and theii forefathers been about all 
this while? And how it is that the New 
TesUiment, which they have rejected, is en- 
tirely free from such deformities ? Something 
has been decidedly wrong, or the chosen peo- 
ple of God could not have remained so long in 
captivity, unheeded and unhelped by the 
Holy One of Israel. An exhibition of the 
doctrines of the oral law explains the cause. 
Israel has departed from the religion of Moses, 
and pertinaciously adhered to a system com. 
pounded of human inventions, and idolatrous 



heathenism. They call Moses their master, 
and say that the oral law is derived from him, 
but if we may from the work, form a 
conjecture about the author, it is much more 
probably a tradition from the magicians of 
Egypt or the witch of Eudor. And if it had 
been handed down as such — ^if the Israelites 
had presented the Talmud to the world and 
their posterity as part of the heavy yoke of 
Egypt, we should not have been astonished 
at the universality of its reception. But that 
Israel should ever have been so far imposed 
upon, as to believe that Moses or the prophets 
ever had any thing to do with the oral law 
appears almost inexplicable. However un- 
willing one may be to apply to fellow-sinners 
any propliecy that contains a denunciation of 
God's wrath, one cannot help asking, was it of 
this that the prophet said, " The Lord hath 
poured out upon you the spirit of deep sleep, 
and hath closed your eyes : fhie proplyets and 
your rulers the seers hath he covered. And 
the vision of all is become unto you as the 
words of a book that is sealed, which men 
deliver to one that is learned, saying. Read 
this, I pray thee ; and he saith I cannot, for 
it is sealed : and the book is delivered to him 
that is not learned, saying. Read this, I pray 
thee, • and he saith I am not learned." 
(Isaiah xxix. 10—12.) This question is^ 
however, far more important to Israel than 
to us, and to them we leave the answer. Some 
will still persist in the assertion that this 
heathenish compound is the highest wisdom. 
The great majority of the nation is devoted 
to the Talmud, which is still the cistern 
whence the synagogues endeavour to draw the 
waters of life. The multitude does it in ig- 
norance, they are, therefore, not so culpable. 
But there are many that know better, 
what then is the reason that they do not 
strain every nerve to deliver their brethren ? 
These few do not suffer the oral law to inter- 
fere either with their business or their con- 
venience. They profane the Sabbath, eat 
Gentile food, carry on their business on fasts 
and festivals. If they do all this on principle, 
why not protest against error ? Is it because 
tljey are indifferent to the welfare of their bre- 
thren? If indifference be the only fruit of 
this intellectual progress, instead of rising 
above, they have sunk below superstition 
itself. 
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If men would only employ in religion a 
little of that common sense and earnestness, 
which they find so necessary for the affairs of 
this life, they would by God's blessing soon 
arrive at the truth. For example, if the 
father of a family should find, that by follow- 
ing the advice of a physician, sickness and 
death were constant guests, he would soon 
look out for another ; and he would be much 
quickened in his measures, if this physician's 
counsel had produced the same results in the 
bouse of his father and his grandfather. He 
would not think it any shame, under such 
circumstances, to change his father's physi- 
cian for another.; on the contrary, he would 
think, and most men would agree with him, 
that it would be both a sin and a shame to 
retain him. Now let Israel make the appli. 
cation to their spiritual physicians the Scribes, 
Pharisees, and Rabbics. For many centuries 
they have punctually followed their advice^ 
and the consequence has been one misfortune 
after another, and centuries of exile from the 
land which God gave to their fathers ; the very 
contrary of that which God has promised. 
God has said, if the Jews will obey the reli- 
gion of Moses, that they shall be restored to 

their land.* ^^ It shall come to pass if 

thou shalt return unto the Lord thy God, and 
ahalt obey bis voice according to all that I 
command thee this day, thou and thy children, 
with all thy heart and with all thy soul ; 
that then the Lord thy God will turn thy 
captivity, and have compassion upon thee, 
and will return and gather thee from all na- 
tions," &c (DeuU XXX. 2, 3. ) The Jews 
have obeyed the commands of the Rabbles, 
and have not been gathered ; wliat is the con- 
clusion? Either that God's promise has 
failed, which is impossible, or that the reli- 

S'on of the Rabbles is not the religion of 
ioses. Such is the inevitable conclusion 
from the words of Moses and the facts of the 
pase ; let it then lead the sufferers to examine 
the religion which they have hitherto pro- 
fessed. A very little examination will con- 
vince any reasonable man, that it is a fearful 
corruption of divine truth, a compilation 
made by men who professed to be astrologers 
and magicians. Let not the Jews think that 
our opinion is the result of prejudice. It has 
been deliberately formed on evidence furnished 
by the oral law itself. If we are wrong, let 



the Rabbles prove the contrary. Let them, 
for example, explain the following law of 
modem Judaism. 

^ f^H inb pmVi ^^sr^ n«rb na rawn 'nwn rryvyn 
i-mrr «in piDoi VMirr Dita ^q "ut? I'm® ♦d 

^^If any person be bitten by a scorpion or 
a serpent, it is lawful to charm the place of 
the bite, even on the Sabbath-day, in order to 
quiet his mind, and to encourage his heart, 
although it is a thing utterly profitless. 
Because the man is in danger, they have 
pronounced this lawfuhfor him that his mind 
may not be distracted." (Uilchoth Accum. 
c. xi. II.) Here the Rabbles have allowed 
what God has absolutely forbidden. The 
men who profess such reverence for the Sab- 
bath allow it to be profaned by magic, which 
is one of the works of the devil. Rambam, 
whose words we have just quoted, felt that 
it was both wicked and foolish, and has there- 
fore endeavoured to furnish an excuse, saying 
that it is of no use, and is only allowed to 
quiet the mind of the sufferer. But that does 
not alter the unlawfuless. Besides, what 
sort of opinion could Ranibam and the Rab- 
bles have had of the Jews, when they say 
that magic is permitted in order to quiet their 
minds ? They evidently supposed that the 
Jews were a weak and superstitious people, 
who believed so firmly in charms, that the 
use of them would quiet the mind ; and so 
ignorant or careless about God's command- 
ments, that they could be comforted by their 
transgression. The excuse, therefore, only 
makes the case worse. It takes for granted 
that the professors of the oral law are igno- 
rant and superstitious; and then to quiet 
their minds allows the transgression of the 
law of Moses, and that on the Sabbath-day. 
But this excuse is altogether Rambam's in- 
vention. The original passage in the Talmud 
says nothing about quieting the man's mind, 
it simply says— . 

: rtita ^'Tp3?i D*WT3 TTxrnb |*omVi 

<^ It is lawful to charm serpents and scor- 
pions on the Sabbath-day." (Sanhedrin, • 
fol. 101, col. I.) And Kashi's commentary 
on the passage 
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" That Ihejr may not do Injury." This ' 
mui, then, who spent hU life in the atudy of 
(be Talmud, knew nothing of Rambam's 
apology. He plainly betieved tliat by charm- 
ing serpents on the Sabbath, they might be 
prevented from doing harm, and that on this 
account, and not for the purpose of quieting the 
mind, ihey were pemiittfd aotodo. Tliis was 
alto the opinion of thai famoua expounder of 
Jewish law, the BaalTurim, for after quoting 
Rambam's words, he adds— 
13 "lanS -vTio 3it» w tem ythm ""omo •□ 
js mrftn m"mn jro vnpr hSb 
FU'm to NTpn pi rmm p pice 



(TTpi r 



ntea c 






"on >A fpn wo DK ^ w n"s pinViproww miM 

TOOT to iTCD em^l My» H-nCW VTOI ICT "^ 

la w csti 1 uistB DtB Tram wtai npfn «ta iVbm 
Tia «rft piDB (Tp^ -rviai tttid tan tmxa rmo 
! inon to nWa 
" If any pawn be puraued by a serpent or 
ascorpira, it is lawful lo charm it to prevent it 
tann doing injury. Rambam baa written. He 
thit charms a wound, or reads a vetm from the 
Uw(a9Bcbarm),ud alBohetliBt reads over an 
Inlant that it may not be afraid, or who lays a 
loIl of the law nr phylacterif s upon a child, are 
not only to be acmunted as one of tbe 
ctaarmers and magicians, but as of the deniera 
of tbe law, foi iher use tlie words of the law 
■s medicine ibr the Ixxly, whereas it is only 
a medidne fbr the souL R, Isaac aaya abso- 
lutely, that ha who charms a wound, m 
tioningat tbeiamelbnethe name ofOod i 
ipittii^ ia the channer of wham it is i 
that he baa no share in the woild to coc 
but if he does not spit, tbe matter is no 
grare. It is, hewerer, fcnliidden to U! 
Terse as a charm oTcr a wound, even though 
there be no spitting nor mentioning the luune 
of God. But if life bt in danger, crxry thinj 
it las^nl; and it is lawful to read a verse ai 
a deftoce, for initaace at night in bed.' 
{Toreh Deah. § 179.) From this it is 
pretty plain that the charming of serpents waa 
allowed, not as Rambam says to quid the 
mind of him (hat had been bitten, but to 
prevent injury, for it ii allowed before the 
man ii bitten at all, if bt be only pursued by 
a serpent or scorpian. But what a picture 
does this whole passage give us of the reli- 
gioua state of the Rabbinic Jews, both rab. 
bies and people; Here you have the people 
described, not by Christians, but by ihe rab- 
biea tbemaelvea, aa sunk io the depths ol 
superstition, using a aepher lorah, a roll of the 
law, ot phylacteries as a sort of charm for tbe 
benefit of diihlteo, and you have the rahbiea 



forbidding this at one time, but allowing what 
is equally forbidden by Qod, (o charm ser- 
' ' of danger declaring ' 

awful," that is, alli 
U make them, acco 
[Bml>am'B opinion, charmers, magicians, 
deniera of the law. And this is the 
iiifa religion, and this is what the Jews 
: guned by rejecting Christianity. We, 
' Oentilea, who cannot trace our pedi- 
gree to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, should be 
ashamed of such follies. And if such wicked 
heathenish practices were to be found in out 
religious books, we would not let an hour pass 
over until weiiad lifted up our voice and pro- 
tested against tbem, and should use every 
lawful meana to deliver our children from 
such ungodlineaa and error. 

We have now given quotations from the 
two great digesta irf' Jewish law on the subject 
of using channs, but it is worth while to 



^'PTT ji b5 'to p'lffD'i ryvi ^Tipn o^aini iwr^ 

— iM 0*131 rrca Wtej p pM'oin iw nam 

j-iitw pn -KM viwi itei 'at* 'm'si "toa 

iiowSina F^triffM •cn-'iratoDTO 









1 F|W T 



jjtoVT Fp'i3 fTW Tn unrs ruDo 

" Our rabbles have handed down the tra- 
dition that it Is lawful to anoint and rub the 
stomach (of a sick man) on the Sabbath, also 
to charm serpents and scorpions on the Sab- 
bath I also to pass an instrument across the 
eye on tbe Sabbath. R. Simeon, ^the son of 
Qamaiiel, says, that this only applies to an 
Inatrument which may be moved,* but with 
one that may not be moved, it is unlawful. 
But it ia unlawful on the Sabbath (o make 
inquiry of demtms. R. Jose saya, (hia is 
also unlawful on week days. Rav. Huna 
says, the dedtion Is not according toR. Jose : 
and R. Jose himself said this only on ac- 
count of danger, for (hat ia what occurred io 
the eaae of R. Isaae^ [lie son of Joseph, who 
was Bwallowed up in a cedar tree, but a mi- 
racle was wrought for him — the cedar opened, 
and cast him out." (Sanhedrin, fol. 101, col, 
1.) We have here, first the charming of 
serpenta; we ask, then, could the Talmudic 
doctors really believe in auch folly or allow 
sucb wickedness on the Sabbath P Is there 
any ntiaundersCanding, ot does the context 
abow, (bat they were men of that auperstiiious 
turn of mind to justify this idea ? The con- 
text is all of a piece, fbr after permitting the 



wfulneu of uking ci>un«I of demoni, 
and hae Raiht BhaU explaio whM ihia meanB. 

farm "oi mw rTawia j-ar» pn csnv "aij 
ram miori tc«i orA crm cm era) ttowm 

" To make inquiiy of dtmont, ia what 
the; do irb«a (m; thing ii loat. Thejr make 
inquiry by the work of demons, Mid they [ell 
them, and thia a fotbidden on the Sabbath, 
on BceouQt of tbe vaidt, ■ Not finding thine 
own pleaaure.' (iMiah Ivili. 13)." Thiiii 
plainly s mimical operation, but yet the 
nbbiea do not My (hat it is unlawful because 
U is magical, but becauK it would be attend- 
ing to one's own concenu. In like manner, 
they My it ia unlawful on week -days, onlf on 
account of the danger. And an instance la 
given in Rabbi Isaac of what might happen ; 
and here, agdn, we ask counsel of Raihi, in 
order (» understand what Rabbi Isaac was 
■bouL This commentator tells ua^ 

rrosn ipir/} -mn cpn dto rrosoi 'jmc rm 

" He waa asking counsel, by meana of a 
demoniacal operation, and the demon sought 
to do him an injury, but a miracle was 
wrought for him, and a cedai iree awallowed 
him." Such, then, is the context, Iboae men 
who permit the charming of serpents, alio 
teach the doctrine oF aaking advice of demraii, 
and give ua a practical example In one of tbeit 
fiienda. There can, Ulerefore, be no mistake, 
the one feature of their religioua Bvaiem ex. 
aclly agFoea with the oihet ; and the authors 
of the oral taw represent themselvi-s as patrons 
and practisers of charms and magicand there, 
fore to every lover of tha Bloaaic law, aa 
unwise and ungodly men. It is, however, 
curioua to see how the; endeavoured to quiet 
their own conscience, and that of the people, 
in a matter ao evidently repugnant to the 
plain worda of Scripture. They pretended 
that there was a holy sort of magic in the 
practical Cabbala, which men might learn, 
and then pcifoim the greateat miradea. 

■m rartcw "3 'c»otJ xuta ra yTs iw v 
TTnM-n'Ttrpnp^ mTO) mil tra k3i in "Vnio 

irft VQ131 nrs' -Ha fran uruw -teo h 'av 
1 rrt "iwi (tnVri tAi"* 
" If theiigbteou) wished, they might create 
■he wotid, for it ia written, ' But your aios 
separate, &c' Rabba created a man, and 
tatt him to Rabbi Zira. He apoke with him, 
but when the other did not answer him, he 
said. Thou art from the magicians, return to 
thy dual. Rav Chanina and Hav Oshaia used 
lo ait every SabbaUl eve and study the book 



of Jetiirab, and then cnaled fin thcmaelvet a 
three-yearvrfild Calf, and ate it." <Sanhedrin, 
fol. 65, col. 2.) The second miracle is here 
ascribe] lo the study of a certain book. In 
Rashi the Hrst miracle performed by Kabbs 
" ascribed Co (he aame source. 

Mnn FpTS Vrafeui 51' 1*3* TED >"5 tTllJ tC^ 

" He created the man by means of the book 
of Jttiirah, for it taught him the combina- 
tion of the letters of the name of Ood." 
According to thia account, these rabbiea were 
inch greater men than Moses or any of the 
rophela, for in the whole Old Teatament 
lere ia not one such miiacte renirded. Moies 
tvei created any thing, ludtber did he per. 
form any of hi> miracles without the help of 
God. Either the Lord immediately com- 
3tA him, or he sought the Loid'a help, 
these rabbies acquired the power of om- 
nipotence by studying a particular book, and 
exercised it either for th«r amusement or their 
profit. Rabba created a mau, and aent him 
to Rabbi Zira, not as it appears to do anjr 
good, or to glorify God, but simply to ahow 
hia power, or to act a Ettle bit of waggery ; 
and the other two created a fat calf fra them, 
stives every Sabbath ere, that ihey might 
have a good dinner. The difference between 
these miracles and those recorded in Scripture 
is obvious. The Scripture miracles are either 
for the glory of Ood, or the good of man. 
The Rabbbilcal miracles-are altogether for tha 
glory of man, and the gratiBcatiaa of self. 
Mosea amote the rock, and sup|died all larad 
with water. The rabbiea create a calf, and 
eat it Ihemselvea, No doubt there were 
many poor people in larael at tile time <^ 
Rabbiea Oshaia and Chanina, who would hava 
been very glad of a calf for their Ssbbath ' 
dinner, why did they nol create a calf or two 
for them F This selfish falsehood betrayi 
itaelf, and bears on its front its own con* 
demnalion. The whole doctrine of the conk 
bination of the letters In the name of God ia a 
pure invention of men, whose minds bad been 
debased by sapentition. There ii not a 
word about i( in the whole BiUe, and it i« 
derogatory to the honour of God, who ia the 
only Creator. 

The whole Talmudic doctrine of nuj^ 
doea, however, explain the reason why the 
Scribes and Phariseea were so little moved W 
the real miraclei of Jeitis of Nasueth and hu 
disciples. Their minds were fully poeseaaed 
with faith in the power of cabalistic magit^ 
they therefore were insensible to the real dis- 
plays of divine power. They were in the 
aame slate of mind as Fharaidi and b!a magi, 
eians, who looked on the miracles of Motes 
at a mere proof of magical skiU, and hardened 
theif heart). Even when tliey confcesed 
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*♦ This is the finger of God," they were not 
converted. Pharaoh still persisted in his re- 
sistance. And so it was with the Scribes and 
Pharisees. When the Lord had raised La- 
zarus from the dead, " then gathered the 
chief priests and the Pharisees in council, and 
said, What do we ? for this man doeth many 
miracles." They acknowledged the fact of 
the miracles, but did not receive their evi- 
dence, for they believed that the study of the 
book of Jetzirah would enable them to do 
greater. No miracle, therefore, could con- 
vince them. But besides this, their hearts 
were corrupt, and they had apostatized from 
the law of Moses ; they therefore did not love 
the truth. They had turned aside to charms 
and magic, and asking counsel of demons ; 
and when men do this, the understanding be- 
comes darkened, so that it is rendered imper- 
vious to the light. Their unbelief, therefore, 
becomes an evidence to the truth of Christi- 
anity. If such transgressors of the law of 
Moses, and such unblushing relators of false- 
hood had believed, it would have cast a shade 
of suspicion over the whole Gospel history. 
If the men, who say that Kabba created a 
man, and the two other worthies created a 
calf every week, had appeared as witnesses for 
^e truth of Christianity, the miracles of the 
Gospel would have appeared in one category 
with these most absurd fictions. But when 
such men appear as the enemies and perse- 
cutors of Jesus, it testifies that He was not 
one of them, and that as they were bad men, 
and loved a false system, his doctrine must 
necessarily have had something good in it, or 
they would not have opposed it. 

But this doctrine explains still more clearly 
the cause of God*s wrath against Israel. The 
Jews boast that since the Babylonian capti- 
vity, they have been free from idolatry, but 
this is not true. They have not made images, 
that is, they have avoided the form, but they 
have retained all the substance of idolatrous 
heathenism. The man who charms a serpent 
is an idolater, and the religion which permits 
it is idolatrous and heathenish. The man 
who asks counsel of demons is an idolater of 
the worst class, for he does homage to unclean 
spirits. He turns his back upon the allwise 
God, who ought to be the counsellor of all his 
children, and by m^ing demons his advisers, 
makes them his gods ; and yet this is also al- 
lowed in the rdigion of tfie Rabbles, if it 
can be done without danger. Those Jews, 
therefore, who believe in the oral law — that is. 



all Jews who make use of the synagogue 
prayers, have departed from the law and the 
God of Moses, and have chosen for themselves 
the doctrines and the gods of the rabbles. 
How then can God have compassion upon 
them and gather them ? The thing is impos- 
sible, until they utterly renounce all these 
delusions, confess their sin in having followed 
them so long, and *•* return and seek the Lord 
their God and David their king." A long trial 
has been made of the rabbinical medicine, 
and it has altogether failed. Wherever the 
religion of the oral law has been or is pre- 
dominant, its sway has been marked by the 
misery of the people. And the first dawn of 
a happier day has appeared only since the time 
that a part of the nation burst the fetters of 
Rabbinic superstition. Compare the state of 
the German Jews with that of their brethren 
in Turkey or on the coast of Morocco. Some 
of the former have abandoned the oral law, 
and the latter still cling to it with a bigoted 
devotion ; and yet the former have had a 
blessing in the iAiprovement of their temporal 
and intellectual condition, and the latter still 
remain in mental and corporeal slavery. The 
mere renunciation of Rabbmism has pro- 
duced these beneficial effects, and if the Jews 
of Europe go on from the renunciation of 
error to the attainment of truth, tliat is, if 
they return to the religion of Moses and the 
prophets, the promises of God will be ful- 
filled, and the nation will be restored to the 
land of their fathers. 

The Rabbinic Jews comfort themselves 
with the idea, that they cannot have this 
world and the world to come too ; but they 
confound two things which are perfectly dis- 
tinct, God*s mode of dealing with individuals, 
and his mode of dealing with nations. Indi- 
viduals have not only an existence in time, 
but for eternity. Worldly misfortune to an 
individual is, therefore, no proof of God's 
displeasure, because the world is only a part, 
and that the smallest part, of his existence. 
But the case of nations is different. They 
exist only in time, and therefore the rewards 
and punishments must be temporal, and so 
God has uniformly promised to the Jewish 
people temporal prosperity, in case of national 
obedience, and temporal calamity in the for. 
mer case. Whenever, therefore, we see Is- 
rael exiled from their land and scattered among 
the nations, we must infer, if Moses has 
spoken the truth, that it is because they have 
departed from the God of their fathers* 
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How little the oral law has hitherto done 
to promote the peace and happiness of Israel, 
we considered in our last number. It may, 
however, be replied, that it has not had a fair 
trial, and that the failure is to be attributed 
rather to the people than to the law. This 
possible reply naturally leads us to think, 
what then would be the state of Israel and of 
the world at large, if the oral law were uni- 
versally and exactly observed, and its disci- 
ples had supreme dominion in the world? 
Suppose that all the kingdoms of the world 
were melted into one vast and universal mo- 
narchy, and the sceptre swayed by a devout 
and learned rabbi, and all the magisterial ofBces 
filled by able and zealous Talmudists, would 
the world be happy ? This is a fair question, 
and well deserves consideration, for there can 
be no doubt that true religion was intended by 
its Divine Author to promote the happiness of 
his creatures. 

t Di"rD rrma^nj b3i oyi: >3m rrDm 
'' Her ways are ways of pleasantness, and 
aU her paths are peace." (Prov. iii. 17.) 
And that not of a few, but of all without ex- 
ception. 

*< Have we not all one father ? Hath not 
one God created us ?" (Mai. ii. 10 ) That 
religion, therefore, cannot be of God, which 
would make the greatest portion of his crea- 
tures miserable, and confer happiness on a 
very limited number. The religion that came 
from heaven, wherever it exists, must contain 
the elements of happiness for all nations, and 
include all the families of man. It must ex- 
elude none but the wilfully and obstinately 
wicked, who carry the torments of hell in their 
own bosom, and would be necessarily unhappy 
even in heaven itself. A religion, whose prin- 
ciples, if triumphant, would effect so desirable 
a consummation, must be true. The question 
is, whether modem Judaism, if it had full and 
free scope for the realisation of all its prin- 
ciples, would bear such blessed fruit ? Our 
late inquiries about amulets and magic led us 
to consider some of the laws about the Sab- 
bath-day, and as when true religion prevails, 
this ought to be the happiest day of the week, 
the laws respecting it shall furnish materials 
for our answer. That a rabbinical Sabbath 
would be the happiest day in the week we 
much doubt, for, in the first place, to keep 



the rabbinical Sabbath aright, it is necessary 
to be perfectly acquainted with all the laws 
relating to it, which are very many and very 
intricate, occupying even in Rambam*s com- 
pendium, including the notes, above one 
hundred and seventy folio pages.* That any 
conscientious man can be happy with such a 
load of law about his neck appears impossible. 
He must be in continual fear and trembling 
lest he should through forgetfulness or inad- 
vertence be guilty of transgression, and the 
continued watchfulness and anxiety would be 
more intolerable than the hardest labour. But 
if Rabbinism wielded the supreme power, he 
would have to dread the most severe and im- 
mediate punishment. 

V3. rrmn nb '«:«: rroyn vh ^ nnn rroy 

rwnnm D^ny dw vn dw * rra am ]nu lai^na 
i7V^^ nuTDH ]y\p y>n nrawa rroy dmi bpD3 
*' To rest on the seventh day from work is 
an affirmative precept, for it is said, * On the 
seventh day thou shalt rest.' Whosoever, 
therefore, does any work, annuls an affirma- 
tive, and transgresses a negative precept, for 
it is said, < Thou shalt do no manner of work.* 
What is meant by being guilty on account of 
doing work ? If it be done voluntarily and pre- 
sumptuously, the meaning is, that he is liable 
to excision, and if there were witnesses and a 
warning, he is to be stoned. If he did it in 
error, he must bring a certain sin-offering.** 
(Hilchoth Shabbath, c. i. 1.) This sounds 
something like the law of Moses, but is in 
reality far more severe. The whole force 
depends upon the meaning of the word 
^^ work," and the rabbinical sense would en- 
tirely destroy the peace of society. If, for 
instance, a poor man could not afford to have 
his Sabbath lamp burn all day, and should 
extinguish it to save the oil ; or if a humane 
man should see burning coals in some place 
likely to do injury to others, and should ex- 
tinguish them, they would both be guilty, 
and if some zealous Talmudists happened to 
be present, and first remonstrated with them 
on the unlawfulness of the act, they would 
both be tried, found guilty, and stoned to 
death. 

* Hilchoth Shabbath ami Hilchoth Eruvin cx- 
ten<l from ful. 140 to iul. 2*2tf. 
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yns i:»«« »D ^ if)« mwi TXsvhQ 'ttrij^n bD 
n« m:)® nn "w^d • rrby am mvhD bt? rrDi^b 
N^ 'TD T&rsh i« p«j^ "p2? Mirro '3Dt3 "urr 
Vttj ttnn yp3> vfw nD in if)"i«' Nbw ns i« na«» 

w ptr? ':dd «bM nas «Vi nnan fji^!? "ps i2^wd 
pi • am m nn 'Vncn »3D?d im ttnnn »:5d 

irwD E^'^Ni am D^an pa ipir nV«? na 'bmn 

pTnn!^ Mb^ masnn rpab im naan riia"? t-cj 

: ma wjva » pi am m nn pmrr 

" Whosoever does any work on the Sab- 
bath, even though he does not do it for the 
sake of t!)c work itself, is' nevertheless guilty. 
How so? If, for instance, a man extingubhes 
a lamp, because he wants the oil or the wick, 
and wishes that it should not waste, nor be 
burned, or that the earthenware part of the 
lamp should not be cracked ; inasmuch as the 
extinguishing is work, and his intention was 
to extinguish it: although the mere act of 
extinguishing it was not the ultimate object, 
but on the contrary, the saving of the oil or 
the wick, or the earthen lamp, he is, never- 
theless, guUty. And in like manner, whoso- 
ever removes thorns a distance of four ells in 
a public place, or whosoever extinguishes 
cods to prevent the public from being injured, 
is guilty : although the ultimate object was 
not the extinguishing nor the moving, but he 
simply intended to prevent the injury, he is 
guilty, and so in all similar cases." (Ibid.) 
If this were the law of the land, and the exe- 
cutive were in the hands of Talmudistic zea- 
lots, the peace of the world would be at an 
end. The poor man could not be happy, 
when he saw his little property wasting, and 
^e humane man would either be made miser, 
able at the thought (^ being able to prevent 
much injury, and yet not doing it, or would 
have to expose himself to the danger of a 
cruel and ignominious death. We know 
<enough of the general character of the Jewish 
nation to believe that there are amongst them 
those who would brave the danger, whose ge- 
nerous hearts would rise above personal con- 
siderations, but how dreadful would be the 
consequences ! A man of a tender heart, the 
fkther of a family, would be induced, by the 
best of feelings, to save his fellow-men from 
injury. He would return to his family, and 
tell them how God had given him an oppor- 
tunity of doing good. The family worthy of 
such a &ther would rejmce to hear the inform- 
ation, but the sequel of his story would turn 
their joy into mourning. He would have to 
tell them that ignominious death would be 
the consequence, and that because he dared to 
-do an act of diiarity, and'to love his brother 
as himself, the morrow would see his wife a 
widow and his children orphans. But sup- 
pose, that when he performed the act, he had 
l>een attended by two of his sons, now grown 



up, and zealots for the oral law— that they 
had warned him, and then became his ac« 
cusers, as they must, if firm believers in Tal- 
mudlc religion, he would have the additional 
pangs of seeing his own flesh and blood as the 
foremost of his executioners. This one law 
would clothe the world with mourning, and 
make the light of the Sabbath sun the curse 
of mankind. Though men might be found 
at first to brave the danger, the course of 
time and the inflexible severity of the law 
would soon annihilate all generous feeling. 
Children would be trained up with the idea 
that humanity is not a Sabbath virtue, and 
the constant resistance of the tender feelings 
would harden the heart, and mankind in 
time become totally insensible on week- 
days as well as Sabbath-days; and thus the 
enforcement of this one law would produce 
universal selfishness, and this would certainly 
not promote the happiness of the world. J^ut 
take another case of a man, who leaves his home 
on the Friday morning to go a short distance 
into the country, intending to return before 
the commencement of the Sabbath ; he meets 
with an accident, and breaks a limb ; on the 
Sabbath he is sufficiently restored to think of 
the anxiety of his family, and writes a short 
note to inform them of his state, this act of 
common love and kindness would cost him his 
life; nay, if he had only begun the letter, 
and then overcome by fear or weakness, had 
left it unfinished, a rabbinic tribunal would 
condemn him to be stoned, 
na !mnm na«a ro«bo ni«s?b panon Va 
roMlnan ba u^mrt «Sd D"y» am iiy^ica rroyi 
ntw ainab piana© nn isra • rvy^TW^ piana^j 
crt«no 13? m amn» vh onoin |»« nawa •row i« 
airo'ttJD «bM ntwn ta i« itdwt ba aina*i ism 

: am nvniN »nxD 
** Whosoever intends to do any work on 
the Sabbath, and b^ns it, and does a certain 
measure, is guilty, although he does not finish 
all that he intended. How so ? Suppose he 
intended to write a letter, or a contract on the 
Sabbath, it is not to be thought that he will 
not be guilty until he finish his business, and 
write the whole contract or the whole letter. 
On the contrary, as soon as he shall have 
written two letters (of the alphabet) he is 
guilty." (Ibid.) And consequently, if it 
can be proved, must be stoned. Every one's 
daily experience will tell them of the many 
similar cases where a letter may be necessary 
for the peace or well-behig of an individual 
or a family, and where the delay of a day 
would be a serious injury. If rabbinism held 
the reins of power, the anxiety, the sorrow, 
the injury must all be endured ; the Sabbath- 
day must be made a burden and a curse, in- 
stead of a blessing, or life itself must be ex- 
posed to danger. But this would not be the 
only misery. These sanguinary laws would, 
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AS religious laws, bind the oonsdenees of the 
weak and superstitious. A man's domestics, 
or his children, or even his wife, would be- 
come spies over all his Sabbath doings, and 
the denouncers of every transgression ; and 
thus domestic confidence, without which not 
even the shadow of happiness can exist, 
would be destroyed, and a man's foes would 
be those of his own household, lluch has 
lately been thought and said about the san- 
guinary nature of the laws of England, but 
the laws of Draco himself were merciful when 
compared with the religious enactments of the 
rabbles. Draco only sentenced to death men 
convicted of a crime. The oral law condemns 
to stoning the man, woman, or child who will 
venture to write two letters of the alphabet, 
or even who will extinguish fire to prevent a 
public injury. Nay, in some cases, wliere it 
actually pronounces a man innocent, It never- 
theless commands him to be fiogged. 
w maab Top^ rmirro d'^kti Bip^b pisra 
nun ysnyy D*a» i'rtw D*3»n Toipbb 'jirony^ 
*D Vs? n« TiTDD '':Kn i'rwn Tfynm xyysen iDp^Vi 
yasnxo nioa ^r^ vhn V*Hin ixanc no ta iDpr^ 
vfm min mew vfw rra» ro-na vbyo iirffl 

: nn^rra ravfra 

'' If a man intended to gather black figs, 
but gathered white figs, or if he intended to 
gather figs and afterwards grapes, but the 
matter has been inverted, and he gathered the 
grapes first, and afterwards the figs, he is not 
guilty. Although he have gathered all that 
he thought of gathering, yet, because he did 
not gather them in the intended order, he is 
not guilty, for he did what was unintentional, 
and the law forbids only intentional work.'* 
(Ibid.) We pass by the manifest absurdity 
of this decision, which is, however, sufficient 
to prove that this law is not of God, because 
it is more important to consider what is to be 
done with a man not guilty. The law of 
England, or any other civilized country, 
would say, of course, that he is to eo free, but 
not so the oral law, it commands that the man 
should be flogged. 

m "^yn -dtdd m "ut mnrrro lowaw Dipo tei 
niDM baw ]'npTt p^ Tfrpon pi iron p iitdd 
vnrx) nnoiD nmo i-vid^mi nn^a "ut ini« mwb 
vn« po pTTi im« n^ayown nDN^n p npnvi 

: m-no niDo 

'' MHierever it is said, he that doeth any 
thing is not guilty, the meaning is, that he is 
not liable to excision, nor stoning, nor a sacri- 
fice, but that thing is unlawful to be done, 
and the prohibition is of the words of the 
Scribes, and is intended as a removal 
from the possibility of work: and he that 
does it presumptuously, is to be fiogged with 
the flogging of rebellion." (Ibid.) Here, 
then, we have a whole class of crimes which 
the oral law itself allows arc no crimes ac- 
cording to the law of Moses, but which it 



thinks fit to punish with that dreadful and 
degrading infliction. Are the professors of 
this traditional religion reaUy acquainted with 
its ordinances ? or can any man believe that 
a religion which, if it had full scope and 
power, would become the torment of the 
hunuui race, can really emanate from God ? 

If ever this religion attains supreme power, 
its adherents wiU be reduced to a state of the 
most deplorable bondage, but what would be 
its efiect upon the other nations of the world ? 
It would, in the first place, deprive all other 
nations of a Sabbath ; for we have already 
quoted the law (No. 5, p. 12)» which decides, 
'^ That a Gentile who keeps a Sabbath, though 
it be on one of the week-days, is guilty of 
death," and though not to be executed, is yet 
to be flogged. This would be a very snious 
diminution from the happiness of millions of 
human beings. The Gentile— who, like the 
Jew, must earn his bread by the sweat of his 
brow, and devote six days to the concerns of 
the world-i-requires a day of rest from secular 
labours, and cares, and thoughts, to relieve 
his body and to refresh his soul, and hold com- 
munion with his God. Of this the oral law 
would deprive him, or if his conscience ami- 
pelled him to sanctify one day in seven, he 
would have to purchase his spiritual enjoys 
ment by corpoi^ sufiering. Many would, 
no doubt, be terrified at the thought of the 
punishment, and all trace of a Sabbath would 
in time cease amongst the Gentiles. The 
multitude would soon be left destitute of re- 
ligious instruction, and general vice and 
misery would be the consequence. This reli- 
gion, then, of the oral law, would certainly 
not promote the happiness of die Gentiles, 
and they are the overwhelming majority of 
mankind: it therefore cannot be of God. 
But the violent deprivation of a holy day of 
rest would be far from producing kindly feel- 
ings towards the Jews. Mankind would re- 
bd against such oppression ; and the religion 
which commanded it, instead of obtaining 
their reverence, as it ought to do if true, 
would become their detestation. This un- 
happy feeling would be increased by other 
similar laws, equally wanting in charity. For 
instance — 

pn twa ib»!»n ratja rr^yn rw |»t^ pi 
7aH • ViVrf cw pw 'D ^ r|w nyvh pajwvr 
viiTTn^ p"i2» i3K« »:do a«nn "u ra rw 'jciro 

: rawT rw n^ f:hinQ pn 

^* A Gentile woman is not to be delivered 
upon the Sabbath, not even for payment, nei- 
ther is the enmity to be regarded. It is 
not to be done, even though no profanation of 
the Sabbath should be implied. But the 
daughter of a sojourning proselyte may be 
delivered, for we are commanded to preserve 
the life of such, but the Sabbath is not to be 
profaned on her account." (Ibid, chap. ii. 
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12.) We ask every Jew who has got the 
heart of a man, whether such a law can be 
from God ? or whether the religion of which 
it forms a part can be true ? A poor woman, 
in the hour of her extremity, is to be left to her 
fate, simply because she is an idolatress. 
The mother and the child are both to be left 
to perish, because, either through her own 
fault, or through the circumstances of her 
birth, she has remained ignorant of the true 
God. But grant, for the sake of argu. 
raent, that the mother is so hardened a 
sinner as to be beyond the mercies of sin. 
ful men, what has the child done, that its 
life is to be given as a sport to chance ? 
Is that the way to convert a sinner from the 
error of her ways, or to recommend the true 
religion ? The most besotted of idolaters, 
who believes at all in a Divine and merciful 
being, would pronounce such religion false. 
A few such cases would soon spread through 
the world, and Judaism would become the 
aversion of every heart that can sympa- 
thise with suffering. And thus, if true, it 
would confirm all mankind in error. But it 
cannot be, the religion that comes from God 
bears the impress of its author, and teaches 
such love and kindness that the practice of it 
softens, where it does not convert. Its bit- 
terest enemies must confess that its practical 
principles are worthy of all admiration. But 
there is here a second case, the daughter of a 
sojourning proselyte, towards whom the oral 
law is a little more lenient, it allows such an 
one to be delivered, but does not permit the 
Sabbath to be profaned on her account. 
Suppose then that such an one found herself 
in the midst of Jews, and after her delivery 
required the comfort of a fire or warm food for 
herself or her infant, or any other assistance^ 
that would imply a breach of the Sabbath, it 
could not be done, but for an Israelitess it 
may be done ; can this proceed from Him who 
seeks the happiness of all his creatures ? It 
cannot be said that this is a rare case, for it 
is easy to show that this is the general spirit 
of the oral law. 

bvnm" '»D« '''bvrw^ d>13 to wo n^m nrvn 
fen ^ yrrptio nbiDo orrVy rteai w^y rpin) mn 

•WT^ d:33*j po inM ttn»D |nTp3? nrai mrw 
ynptfo VH «irf ^stit ]»«"» nViDo ^'^ n^D3i dttm 
vrotm fci ^MTw ]«3 ]»« DVia r\^:t3 p'3tD • I'bi? 



**' If Gentiles and Israelites live together in 
one court, even if there be only one Israelite 
and a thousand Gentiles, and a ruin fall on 
one of them, the rubbish is to be cleared 
away, on account of the Israelite. If one of 
them had gone by himself to another court, 
and that court feU upon him, the rubbish is 
also to be cleared away, for perhaps this one 
was the Israelite, and the rest were Gentiles. 
But if they all set out to go from this court 
to another court, and during the time 'of their 
moving, one of them separated and went to 
another court, and a ruin fell upon him, and 
it is not known who he is, the rubbish is not 
to be cleared away. For as they all moved 
together, it is certain that the Israelite was 
not amongst them ; and every one who sepa- 
rated from them, whilst going, is to be reck, 
oned as belonging to the majority." (Ibid, 
20, 21.) Here the same utter recklessness of 
Gentile life or comfort is displayed, and no 
one will pretend that such laws, if carried 
into effect, would promote the happiness of 
mankind. Accidents, like births, happen on 
the Jewish Sabbath as welt as on the other 
days, but if the oral law had power, the Gen. 
tiles to whom any accident happened, might 
wait unti] the Sabbath was over, and must 
thus lose the only comfort which is possible 
on such an occasion. When a man is suf- 
fering from severe bodily injury, there are but 
two sources of consolation ; the one is the kind 
and benevolent attentions of man, the other 
the remembrance of God's mercy and good- 
ness, but the oral law cuts off both from the 
suffering Gentile. It forbids its disciples to 
help him, and says at the same time that this 
is the law of God. But could the Jews them- 
selves be happy on that Sabbath, where such 
an accident occurred, and where they had left 
a poor Gentile buried under the ruins of a 
building? Could they enjoy peace in the 
bosom of their family, or could they find holy 
pleasure in the prayers of the synagogue when 
they had left one of God's creatures, a fellow- 
man, to perish in his misery ? But this law 
would affect more than the individual suf- 
ferer, and the few surrounding spectators. It 
would prevent all brotherly love between Jews 
and Gentiles, and until all men learn the 
reality of charily, the world cannot be happy. 
If it be true that the religion given by God, 
wherever it is carried into practice, makes 
men happy, then the religion of the oral law 
cannot be true, for, if practised, it would 
make all men miserable. 
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All who believe the Bible look forward, in ) 
full assurance of hope, to that happy period, 
when Israel shall be gathered from the four 
comers of the earth, and restored to the land 
of their forefathers and the favour of their 
God. The days of their mourning shall then 
be ended, and their fasts, now observed on ac- 
count of the misfortunes of the nation, shall 
be turned into joy and gladness. 

*ay*i2rf7i Di:n ^nnn d"j^ mMS mrr idm to 
yixa^ rmrp n^n*? rrrp n^^s^n Di:n *rnttn Di:n 

" Thus saith the Lord of Hosts, the fast 
of the fourth month, and the fast of the fifth, 
and the fast of the seventh, and the fast of 
the tenth, shall be to the house of Judah joy 
and gladness, and cheerful feasts : therefore 
love the truth and peace.** (Zech. viii. 19.) 
At that time, the prophet goes on to teJl us, 
Jerusalem shall be the metropolis of the world, 
and the common centre to which all the na- 
tions of the earth shall flow " to seek the 
Lord of Hosts and to pray before Him.** We 
Christians believe this as fully, and long for 
the happy accomplishment as ardently as the 
Jews. It would give us unspeakable pleasure 
to behold the Jews on that height of moral 
dignity and glory for which God destined 
them, from the first hour that he chose their 
father Abraham to be His friend. We desire 
the arrival of this happy period, for the sake 
of the Jews themselves, but surely no Jew 
will feel ofiended with us if we say that we 
desire it also for our own sakes and the sake 
of all the families of men. We should wish 
to see Divine truth triumphant, sin and mi- 
sery banished, and brotherly love universal, 
but we see all these things connected with 
the restoration of Israel, and the establish, 
ment of the kingdom of God upon earth, 
and therefore we join with all our heart in the 
most ardent aspirations of the Jewish people, 
and say " Amen** to every prayer that God 
'* would remember his covenant with Abra- 
ham, Isaac, and Jacob, and that he would 
also remember the land.** But, alas! these 
prayers and wishes and anticipations all re- 
mind us that that Jiappy day is still future. 
Israel is still scattered among the nations, 
and instead of having days of joy and glad- 
ness, is about to observe another solemn day 
of mourning in remembrance of the desolation 
of their city and temple. The ninth of the 
month of Av is still a fast, and Rambam 



thus describes the causes of mourning on that 

btnuTD ninaii w^thn m vm rrou? nn^m rfma 1^ 
D>DDnn ^ynai birw b3 idtj Vna "[bo nrh mm 

in • iDTpon n^i ]yy)Ti id3 nVna ms nn^m 
riN v^mn didii o^y^m wn msyriDb p^^:iTl ova 
5 unnn rrw p'S idwu? no n^^b vrno rwi ta*rn 
^^ On the ninth of Av five things happened. 
It was decreed in the wilderness that Israel 
should not enter into the land. The temple 
was destroyed, both the first and second time. 
The great city named Bither was taken, and 
there were in it thousands and tens of thou- 
sands of Israel, and they had a great king, 
whom all Israel and the greatest of the wise 
men imagined to be the King Messiah. But 
he fell into the hands of the Gentiles, and the 
Israelites were all slain, and there was a great 
affliction similar to the desolation of the 
temple. On this same day, destined for pu- 
nishment, the wicked Turnus Rufus ploughed 
up the sanctuary and the adj4ient parts, to 
fulfil that which is said, ' Zion shall be 
ploughed as a field.' (Mich. iii. 12.)*' 
(Hilchoth Taanioth. c v.) The mere enu- 
meration of all these dreadful inflictions of 
the Almighty suggest many and grave topics 
for reflection, but the most important of all 
is, the cause of the last desolation of the 
temple, and the present long captivity. To 
mourn over past misfortunes and to humble 
ourselves for past sins, is indeed good and 
wholesome, but if it does not teach us how to 
remedy the one and to avoid the other, it can 
only terminate in despair. Every Israelite, 
therefore, who weeps for the desolation of the 
holy and beautiful house where his fathers 
worshipped, should also set himself earnestly 
to inquire into the cause and remedy of this 
great calamity. Why was it that the God of 
mercy desolated his own house, the only 
temple that He had in the world built by his 
own express command ? The idolatry of the 
nation was the cause of the destruction of the 
first temple. 

bD3 bro birob inn oym wzron nt? bD oa 
ttrnpn iiCN rr)7v tv2 hn inqtd^i onan niosnn 
Ti Dmby nmmiN *nbM tdtv Jlb^'^^ ;D'7^D^Tl 
J laiyo byi loy by "jon *d ni"?^ cD^n v^n^q 
D^ynynoi inai omai D^n^wn *dm"7oi d^^d vnn 
{ 'lai fc«nD yvh iy loya mrr non rrh^ iy v«\a3i 
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" Moreover, all the chief of the priests, and 
the people transgressed very much, after all 
the abominations of ike heathen, and polluted 
the house of the Lord which he had hal- 
lowed in Jerusalem. And the Lord God of 
their fathers sent to them by his messengers, 
rising up betimes and sending; because he 
had compassion on his people, and on his 
dwelling-place: but they mocked the mes- 
sengers of God, and despised his words, and 
misused his prophets, until the wrath of the 
Lord arose against his people, till there was 
DO remedy. Therefore he borought upon them 
the King of the Chaldeans, who slew their 
young men with the sword in the house of 
their sanctuary, and had no compassion upon 
young man or maiden, old man or him diat 
stooped for age : he gave them all into his 
hand — and they burned the house of God 
and broke down the wall of Jerusalem, and 
burned all the palaces thereof with fire, and 
destroyed all the goodly vessels thereof." (2 
Chron. xxxvi. 14 — 19.) Here then obstinate 
idolatry is represented as the cause of the 
first desolation. Israel learned and practised 
the abominations of the heathen, and thus 
polluted the temple, and therefore God de- 
stroyed the temple and sent them into capti- 
vity. There were no doubt many and other 
great sins in Israel, but they are not men- 
tioned, as if to show that nothing short of a 
wilful and obstinate departure from God 
could have led him to adopt so severe a mea- 
sure. As long as they retained their alle- 
giance to Gooand rejected the abominations 
of the heathen, there was « hope and a possi- 
bility that they might repent of other sins, but 
when men obstinately turn away from God, 
and will not hearken to his warnings, all hope 
of repentance is at an end, and there is no 
alternative but just judgment. But was this 
the case in the second temple ? Were the 
Jews then obstinate idolaters ? Had they 
images amongst them, and did they pollute 
the second temple with such abominations of 
the heathen ? No, rather than bow down to 
images, they willingly endured every torture, 
and offered up even their lives as a sacrifice 
to the truth, and when the second temple was 
destroyed, there was not amongst Israel a 
single vestige of idolatry. Never, in the 
whole course of their history, from the going 
forth out of Egypt to that day, was there such 
an apparently scrupulous observation of the 
letter of the law, and never had Israel had so 
many learned men devoted to the study of the 
commandments. What then could be the 
cause of the second desolation ? It was not 
idolatry, but it must have been something 
equally odious in the sight of God, and it 
must have been a sin committed equally by 
the priests and the people. You observe that 
in the above description of the first destruc- 
tion, it is said, «^ All the chief of the priests, 



and the people transgressed very much." If 
the priests had remained faithful to their God, 
He would not have destroyed their temple, 
for there would have been hope, that, by their 
exertions and teaching, the people would have 
been brought to a better mind. Or if the 
people had remained faithful, God would not 
have punished the people for the sins of the 
priests ; he would have cut off the wicked 
priests and raised up others according to his 
own heart. Nothing short of the unanimous 
wickedness of priests and people could have 
brought on so great a calamity. In like 
manner we infer that the cause of the 
second destruction was not any partial 
wickedness, but some sin, of which both 
priests and people were g^ailty, that drew 
down that calamity. And, further, it must 
have been a sin against which they were 
warned by special messengers of God. When 
the priests and the people fell into idolatry, 
God did not Immediately destroy the first 
temple. He first tried whether they would 
listen to his warnings and repent, and there- 
fore '' he sent to them by his messengers, 
rising up betimes, and sending ; because he 
had compassion on his people, and on his 
dwelling-place." Now, surely, when we see 
that God showed such compassion, wh^ n He 
was about to send so small a calamity as the 
seventy years' captivity, we may safely infer 
that he would not bring the more tremendous 
judgment of eighteen hundred years* desola- 
tion, without exhibiting a compassion propor- 
tionate to the coming infliction. In the 
former case he sent special messengers and 
prophets to warn them, he must also have 
act^ similarly before the second destruction. 
Who, then, were the messengers and the 
prophets that warned the Jews of their sin ? 
The Jews say, that during the second temple 
there was. no prophecy ; but is it possible, to 
imagine that the God of Israel would shut up 
his bowels of compassion, and pity neither his 
people nor his dwelling-place, but give them 
both over to the most dreadful visitation that 
ever descended on a nation without one word 
of warning ? When he was about to destroy 
Nineveh Ke first sent Jonah to call them to 
repentance, and when his judgments were 
about to descend upon Babylon, the words of 
warning were miraculously written on the 
wall ; can we suppose, then, that God would 
not have as much mercy on Jerusalem and the 
Jews as on Babylon and Nineveh? The 
supposition is utterly inconsistent with God's 
character and dealings. There must have 
been prophets who anndUnced the coming 
judgment and warned the people of their sin. 
Who were they, then, and what was that sin 
equal to idolati^ which priests and people 
committed and obstinately persevered in, 
despite of all warning, and in which their 
des^ndants still persevere? Idolatry is a 
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departure from the true God, and the setting 
up a false system of religious worship. Now 
it is granted that the Jews did not make 
images, but did they set up a false system of 
worship and religion contrary to the religion 
of Moses and the prophets ? Let the oral law 
and the Jewish Prayer-books answer that 
question. We have shown in these papers 
uat the oral law sanctioned by the Jewish 
Prayer-books is directly at * variance with the 
written Word of God. It teaches the Jews 
to put trust in amulets, charms, and magic, 
which are mere heathenism. It teaches a 
cruel and unmerciful system for the Jews, 
gives false ideas of the character of God, and 
actually forbids the Jews to love their Gentile 
brethren as themselves. The setting up of 
this system was the great sin which priests 
and people all joined in committing, and in 
which their posterity still continue. They were 
warned against this sin x God sent them ex- 
traordinary messengers, He sent them Jesus 
of Nazareth, the prophet like unto Moses, and 
the Messiah. The great burden of his preach- 
ing was against this false religion, the oral 
law, but they would not hearken to his words. 
Priests and people conspired together to re- 
ject and crucify him. Here, then, was the 
result of the false system which they adopted. 
The oral law was the tree, the rejection of the 
Messiah the fruits. But still the Lord had 
compassion upon his people, and upon his 
dwelling-place, he spared them yet for forty 
years, and in the mean while sent his apos- 
tles to warn them and testify against dieir 
iniquity ; *' but they mocked the messengers 
of God, and despised his words, and misused 
bis prophets, until the wrath of the Lord arose 
against his people, till there was no remedy,'* 
and he gave them into the hands of the Ro- 
mans. Because they rejected Jesus of Naza- 
reth and his disciples, the temple and city 
were desolated. The Jews have been taught 
to think that Jesus and his disciples were 
deceivers, but let them consider this fact, that 
if they were, God himself has sealed the truth 
of their assertions by the acts of His Provi- 
dence. The preservation of the temple and 
city to this day would have been incontestable 
evidence that they were deceivers. Had no 
judgments followed upon the crucifixion of 
Jesus, it would have been evident to all man- 
kind, that he was not what he pretended to 
be. But if he was indeed the Messiah, the 
strongest possible attestation that God could 
give, was the exemplary punishment of those 
who crucified him, and this God has given. 
They crucified Jesus, and God destroyeid the 
temple and scattered the people. Without 
this, the religion of Jesus never could have 
triumphed as it has done. If the temple were 
still standing, and the Jews in their land, 
they could point to the temple and say, << See 
that temple, the monument of Qod*s favour 



and presence, it is still amongst us, and shows 
that Jesus could not have been the Messiah. 
If he had been the Messiah, God would not 
have left us this unequivocal testimony of his 
favour." But this proof of their righteous- 
ness God has taken away, and that within 
forty years after the crucifixion of Jesus ; so 
that God himself has given the strongest pos- 
sible attestation to the truth of his claims. 
Ijet any reflective Israelite calmly consider 
this, that if Jesus was not what he claimed to 
be, his crucifixion was the most meritorious 
act that the Jews ever performed. They 
thereby did what they could to stay the pro- 
gress of a false religion that was to overrun 
the world, and to uphold the truth ; can they, 
then, suppose that God would punish them 
for doing that which was right, and give the 
sacred sanction of His Providence to him that 
was doing wrong ? When Phinehas, the son 
of Eleazar, slew the Israelite and the Midian. 
itish woman with liis spear, the plague was 
stayed from Israel, and can we imagine that 
the high priests who condemned Jesus would 
have had a less reward if his claims had been 
false ? If Christianity be not true, then God 
himself has interposed to crush the truth, and 
to build up falsehood. If Christianity be 
true, then God could do nothing more to at- 
test its truth than he has done by the destruc- 
tion of the temple. There was but one unan- 
swerable argument against Christianity, and 
that was the existence of the temple; but^ 
God himself has answered that argument by' 
taking away the temple, and therefore we in- 
fer that as God has done all that he could to 
establish the truth of Christianity, it must be 
true. 

The Jews think that if Jesus had been the 
Messiah, it is impossible that the priests and 
learned men of his time could have rejected 
him. But the events which they commemo- 
rate on the ninth of Av show the untenable- 
ness of this argument. On this day the Jews 
commemorate, first of all, the decree that the 
Israelites should die in the wilderness. And 
why did they die in the wilderness? Be- 
cause they would not believe in Moses, 
<^ And the children of Israel murmured 
against Moses and Aaron : and the whole 
congregation said unto them, Woul^ God 
that we had died in the land of Egypt ! or 
would God that we had died in this wilder- 
ness. And they said one to another, Let us 
make a captain, and let us return into Eg]rpt.*' 
(Numbers xiv. 2.) Yet they had seen the 
plagues of Egypt, and they had passed 
through the Red Sea, and were at that mo- 
ment supplied miraculously with food, but for 
all that they did not believe, and that ^^ The 
whole congregation.'* Will any Jew say, 
that this unbelief proves that Moses was a 
false prophet ? If not, why not ? Every 
argument that will prove that the unbelief of 
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that generation is no argument against the 
claims of Moses, will equally demonstrate 
that the unbelief of the Jews in the time of 
Jesus is no argument against his Messiahship. 
If it was possible for them to disbelieve the 
word of Moses, after all that tliey had seen^ it 
is equally possible that they should have re- 
jected Christ. 

But remark here, it was only the old gene< 
ration that God sentenced to die in the wilder- 
ness. The children who did not participate 
in the unbelief of their fathers entered into 
the land. Now if anything similar bad hap. 
pened to the Jews since the destruction of the 
second temple, that is, if after a few years* cap. 
tivity they had returned to their lacd without 
becoming Christians^ they might then ai^ue 
that the rejection of Jesus was not the sin for 
which they were exiled. They might say. 
We have not become Christians, and yet God 
has restored us ; it is plain therefore that this 
was not the cause of the second desolation. 
But God*s dealings have been just the reverse. 
Tlie Jewish nation have gone on from century 
to century, fasting and humbling themselves 
before the God of their fathers, and yet he 
does not restore them, a plain token that they 
still participate in the sin of their fathers. 
And a plainer proof still of the truth of 
Christianity, for God still continues the pro. 
vidential act, whereby he originally proved 
that Christianity was true. Israel still rejects 
Christianity, and therefore Israel still continues 
in dispersion. The only argument, that could 
even appear to prove that the rejection of 
Jesus was not the cause of the second desola- 
tion, would be the restoration of the Jews in 
an unconverted state. But that argument 
God refuses to grant, and has refused it to 
his beloved people for many centuries. If 
Judaism be true, why should he thus continue 
to declare against it ? If Christianity be false, 
why should he from century to century stamp 
it with the seal of truth ? 

But, in thenext place, the Jews commemorate 
the destruction of the first temple, that is, 
they commemorate the idolatry of the chief 
priests and the people. They remember that 
the learned and the unlearned of the nation 
rejected the true God and turned to dumb 
idols. How then can the Jews say that it is 
impossible for a nation, that openly rejected 
the God of their fathers, to reject the Mes- 
siah ? There can be no greater proof of folly 
and wickedness than to reject God and worship 
a stock or a stone ; but of this Israel has been 
guUty, and because of this sin the first temple 
was destroyed. The man who rejects the 
true God will also reject his messenger. But 
Israel has done the one, why then should it 
be denied that they could do the other ? The^ 
only possible answer that can be given is, that ] 



the priests and tlie people were a great deal 
wiser and better in die days of Jesus than in 
those of the first temple. But if this be true, 
why was the temple destroyed ? M^hy were 
those, who were so much wiser and better, 
punished wiih a more dreadful punishment 
than those who were so much more foolish 
and wicked ? If we are to judge of the com- 
parative wisdom and piety of the two by the 
measure of punishment, then we must say, 
that the idolatrous priests and people of the 
first temple were a great deal wiser and better 
than the priests and people of the second 
temple, for the former escaped, after a ca))- 
tivity of seventy years, the latter have been 
exiled for seventeen centuries. The tre- 
mendous nature of the punishment would 
show, that the priests and people, who rejected 
Jesus, were more wicked than their idolatrous 
forefathers, and if so, their testimony against 
Jesus is of no value. 

But the Jews also commemorate on this day 
the destruction of the city of Bither, that is, 
they commemorate the folly of all their greatest 
rabbies in following an impostor, and be- 
lieving in him as their Messiah. There Bar 
Kochav took refuge with those whom he de- 
luded. Rambam says, ^^ All Israel, and the 
greatest of their wise men, imagined him 
to be the Messiah,'* and we know that the 
famous Rabbi Akiva was amongst the num- 
ber. Here, then, we have practical proof that 
the judgment of those rabbies, who rejected 
Jesus, was not to be depended upon. If they 
had succeeded in their efforts, they would have 
taught all Israel to believe in an impostor ; 
but the providence of God gave them all over 
to destruction in the very act of following a 
false prophet. And yet these are the men 
who have handed down the oral law, and 
compiled the precepts of Rabbinic religion ; 
men, whom the Jews themselves tell us, were 
the followers of a false prophet and the dupes 
of an impostor. How can they possibly be. 
lieve in a system which has such men for its 
authors; men who seduced thousands and 
tens of ^ousands of Israel to plunge them- 
selves into ruin ? If Rabbi Akiva, and his 
colleagues, had not espoused the cause of Bar 
Kochav, he could never have succeeded in de- 
luding such numbers of Israelites; they, 
therefore, are answerable for that dreadful ca- 
lamity. But when the Jews of the present 
day commemorate that sore affliction, should 
they not remember also that it is high time to 
give up that religious system that was the 
cause of it, and of all the evils that have since 
followed ; or at least seriously and carefully 
investigate a religion, fidelity to which is com- 
patible with the departure of God's favour, 
the destruction of the temple, and a long and 
awful captivity? 
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Ih our Tut number but one the Dible doc- 
Irine, that Irue religion must neceuarily priK 
iTiole Itie tiappineaa of man, wu laid donn ;» 
the baals of our re»Bor.ings, The Irulh of thi 
principle is admiited by every thinking man, 
whether Jew or Chrinilan ; but plain as it i>. 
it i) frequently overlooked, and a large portion 
of mankind is accustomed lo look on teli^ior. 
and ilB iirdinances, not &i blessings in theni' 
selves, nor sa a coune of moral discipline de- 
vised by the wiidom of God for the good of 
man, but as > system of arbitrary eniclmenu 
instituted to give men an opportunity of trea- 
suring up a store of merit, and of earning an 
eternal reward. Hence in all the superstitions, 

regard for the mere external act ; and an ex- 
pectation that the performance of the act will 
ensure the Divine iavour. Thus the modem 
Hindoo stands on a sharp spike, or suspetida 
his poor body by an iron hook, or ofiera it to 
be crushed under the wheel* of the idol's cha- 
riot, sod thinks thereby lo purchase eternal 
felicity. And thus also the more ancient 
idolaters, the vonhijjpers of Baal in the titne 
of their need, wounded themselves with knivei 
and lances, and expected that for such merl- 
toriout religious ohservances tbelt prayers 
should be heard and that they ahould have a 
blesiina;. But it i< possible, without professing 
a totally f^se reirgion, to view Gi>d'a true 
commandments in the same light, and over- 
iookiijg the spirit and the object of his insii. 
lution, to fix the whole attention upon the 
letter or outward act, and the quantum of re- 
ward which it may purchase. This the rab 
biea have done, particularly, in reference to the 
institution of the Sabbatti.day. They appear 
to have forgotten altogether that the Sabbath 
was made for man as a blessing and means of 
grace, and have therefore in their attempts to . 
promote the observance of the day, entirely 
Mcrificed the peace, comfort, and happiness 
of man (o the mere appearance of preserving 
the letter of the command inviolate. Their 
Aindamental idea of keeping the Sidibath.day 
is, that It Is an act of obedience whereby 
tomething may be purchaaed. 

jiwyi ta "oi'"i aitaa jim- "w '^ns to "ca ptra 
piw 13 pm ai ■□nan (Aa nVii i> j-Jrn) naen 
TOH rmrr n toh ■ mote T3B'«w Viyj r^t ion 

iVm nroVij ruwTot?tiriftpm"mc»t wh-u 



yi ton rmrr a-i -lan ■ i^ •fTma Wiao i"» Hit 
nsta tA nroVis nn»n raci Vw now iA»i»t 
wW» TTf -u psoe 1 low ' pw^ mow om 
1 fxoi nirut) Tm iirm 'nowo 
" We read in the sinleenih chapter of the 
treatise Shabbalh, R. Johanan says, in the 
name of R.Jose, thatto every one, who makes 
the Sabbath a delight, an infinite inheritance 
is given. Rav Nachmnn, the son of Isaac, 
says, He shall, besides, be delivered from 
serving the monarchies. R. Judah says, 
Rav says, To every one, who makes the 
Sabtiath a delight, the desires of his heart 
aregiven. H, Chiia, the son of Abba, says. 
In the name of Rabbi Johanan, whosoever 
keeps the Sabbath according to its constitu- 
tions, even though he were an idolater like 
Enosh, he shall be forgiven. R. JudiJi says, 
Rav says. If Israel would keep the lirst Sab- 
bath according lo its constitutions, no nation 
norlongueshouldruleoverlhem. R.Simeon, 
the son of Jochai, says. If Israel would keep 
two Sabbaths, they should be inimediately de- 
livered." (Arbah Turim. Orach Chaiiin $ 
243.) Thus the rabbies sanction the falKe 
and superstitious notion, that an external act 
can purchase the favour of Qod, and even 
alone for the most atrocious violation of the 
divine law. The Israelites are taught to be., 
lieve that if ibey would only observe the Sab- 
hath according lo the Rabbinic constitution, 
all their other ttansgressious would imme- 
diately be forgiven ,and they themselves restored 
to the land of their fathers, and in ihe mean- 
while the individual sinner Is told not lo be 
uneasy, for that if he had committed idnblrj, 
the moat heinous offence against God, the ob. 
nervation of the Rabbinical precepts respecting 
the Sabbath will wipe away the score. What 
then will he think, who hag ever kept himself 
outwardly from this capital offence, and only 
been guilty as he thinks of sinning against 
his neighbour? He will make sure that the 
Sabbath observance will wipe out the week's 
reckoning, and commence his sinful career 
again the following week with the assurance, 
that if he only live until the Sabbath-day, he 
un make all good again. And thus the 
Sabbath-day, ordained by Ood for the purpose 
of nurturing true religious feeling, la by the 
oral law turned into tlie means of eradicating 
all religious principle out of the heart. The 
end for which the exte 



114 



instituicd is not only forgotten, but misrepre- 
sented. The holy affections which it was 
meant to produce and nourish as a prepara- 
tion for eternity are overlooked, and the mere 
outward form held up as the price which men 
are to pay for etcnial felicity. 

That the Rabbinical laws are almost alto- 
gether occupied with the merest external ob- 
servances will be plain to any one who will 
take the trouble to read them through. Take, 
for mstance, some of the laws which refer to 
the keeping food warm on the Sabbaih-day : — 

NQU? m>u piDM nrro onai m "an uri • m-oi 

1312 ta bv32W b^2n "!« p"uf ta "lomn n!?mj |^oni 
ua bs "im« '(TWD pw ^h 7X0* win potdsdm? pi b'2^ 
«Dtt? HTW • DV TiriQ w\7w ^D Vi? f^M rQu:n \DMn 
■p'D'? • "ipD2?b n3 IN ^bwl w^raiinb nD D^bnja nnir 
miwa IN "iDwa mon idm noDu? in tJNn r]ia dn 
pODD in nmu D^bnan loortJ nw npin ptjon 
rrana ^vji in nnnaz in ttjpn mp^Dmu in idni 
mmu^ nniD m ♦in nTT3?n □♦'jna did ^'n nnttJ np 
nnn' ndu? pna ]^n"i mo ini^T nT>n nm? n*^ 

:«7N2 
" It is lawful to leave a pot on the fire, or 
meat in the oven or upon the coals, and al- 
though the cooking thus continues, it is law. 
ful to eat them on the Sabbath. But in this 
matter there are some things forbidden, and 
the cause of the prohibition is, lest any man 
should stir the fire on the Sabbath. For ex- 
ample, food that has not been cooked as much 
as it requires, or hot water that has not been 
sufficiently heated, or food which has had the 
requisite cooking, but which improves all the 
time that it is left to stew, must not be left on 
the fire on the Sabbath, even though it may 
have been placed there, whilst it was yet 
day on the Friday. This has been decreed, 
lest one should stir the coals in order to 
finish the cooking thereof, or to stew it. 
Therefore, if the fire be swept up, or co- 
vered with ashes, or with the coarse part of 
flax, or if the coals have ceased to glow, for 
then they are looked upon as covered with ashes, 
or if the fire had been made with straw or 
stubble, or with the dung of small cattle, 
tben, as there are no burning coals, it is 
lawful to leave the food there on the Sab- 
bath, for in this case the man*s mind will be 
turned away from the cooking, and the only 
object of the decree is, lest the fire should 
be stirred.'* (Uilchoih Shabbaih, c. iii. 3.) 
No one can deny that this passage prAcribes 
the merest outward observances. The general 
principle is that it is not lawful to stir the 
fire on the Sabbath, for that would be doing 
work, and from this follow those other pro- 
hibitions of all things which might tempt a 



man to be guilty of this grave offence. But 
they all refer to outward acts, from which it 
is easy for any one, without any great exer- 
tion of self-denial, or any advance in moral 
discipline, to abstain, and yet he has all the 
merit and satisfaction of the most self-denying 
piety, and thinks that he is thereby paying a 
part of the price of his salvation, and making 
atonement for the gravest moral transgressions 
of which he may have been guilty during the 
week. Take, again, the following precepts, 
and say whether they be not of the very same 
character :— 

ttr DN D^D iD^i nitt? in3>a ym ^b 'yaynTw na 
nVi 'pmnu? Tfvh r]N ♦"o:'? id*^ p -vioni n33 loy 
nan*? Viy ^Tn nN^o n2d dn biN • -nonn by ^ztvt 
w^n Nn©m dv nwno ^Tb nNi p dn n^n n^ab 

• if^^n NimD3 "Yionn b$ n:n>3> n^a loy ^n : id*3d 
-p^ Timnrai • Tram? ny© tan laoo biD^b nnri 

• pTDp • rvDW ' ^mm mon lor n^n : v*?? lan^a* 
•DIN DmD|i>D n'^ND nnN*? laan* NVnionn 'jyian^a* 
l>M«3 ♦Db niDi^b "laan* rmw unn loy n^n : "imoD 
Nn* ]iTDpnttJ nio")«j!? taan* piDpi moittj j bta n^T ^b 
vh lor |*N :n2rnD >Db laan* piDp ttm i nrt W? 

jniDN rniND nnnc nine la'^iDfe* m n^ m 

** If a man travelling on the Sabbath-eve 
be overtaken by night,* and has with him a 
purse, and there be also with him a Gentile 
and an ass, let him give his purse to the Gen- 
tile, even after it be dark, but let him not lay 
it on the ass.f But if he find any thing, he 
may not give it to the Gentile, unless it came 
into his hand whilst it was yet day, for then 
it is a similar case to that of his purse. If 
there be no Gentile with him, then let hini lay 
it on the ass, whilst he is moving, but let him 
take great care to take it off every time he 
stands still. But when he begins to move 
again, then let him lay it on. If there be 
with him an ass, and a deaf and dumb per- 
son, an idiot and a child, then let him lay it 
on the ass, but let him not give to one of 
these, for they are human beings like himself. 
If there be with him a deaf and dumb per- 
son and an idiot, let him give it to the idiot, 
as he has no understanding at all. If an 
idiot and a child, let him give it to the idiot, 
for the child will be reckoned amongst those 
that have understanding. If a deaf and dumb 
person and a child, let him give it to which- 
ever he pleases. If there be with him neither 
one nor the other, let him move it along gra- 
dually, eadi time less than four ells." 
(Orach. Chaiim., sec. 266) Here again the 
great concern is to observe the form and letter 
of the rabbinical command, which represents 
the carrying of a purse on the Sabbath-day 

* That is, if tlie Sabbath commence before he 
caD gtt to a retting place. 

„ t : n33T vh vwau? b^ nmso nnN "nom 

For thon art commanded respecting the resting of 
the ass, bat not respecting that of the Gentile. 
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S!< work, and therefore unlawful. The law of 
Aloses says nothing cither one way or the 
other, but leaves it to every man*8 conscience. 
The rabbles who made it unlawful soon found 
that serious inconvenience might arise, as in 
the case of a man on a journey overtaken by 
the Sabbath, before he could get to a resting, 
place. What 'k he to do, is he to leave his 
purse behind rather than profane the Sabbath ? 
That alternative the Pharisees did not like, 
and therefore set their wits to work to devise 
some plan, whereby the outward form might 
be observed, and yet the purse be safely con- 
veyed along wiih its proprietor. In the first 
place, they allow it to be given to a Gentile, 
but every man of common sense will see that 
this only saves the outwaid appearance, for if 
it be unlawful to carry the purse, it must be 
equally unlawful to cause it to be carried, for 
he who commands or causes work to be done 
is really and in the sight of God the doer, just 
as he who hires a man to murder a third per. 
son is in reality the murderer. If, therefore, 
the Jew dare not carry the purse himself, 
neither may he give it to a Gentile, nor an 
idiot, nor a child, nor even lay it upon his ass. 
This case only shows the insincerity of the 
Scribes and Pharisees, and their love of money 
rather than of God^s commandment. In other 
cases they lay it down as a law that no Jew is 
to ask a Gentile to do work for him on the 
Sabbath. 

D-n|?o "1^ iQi««D ^D ^ r]w mxan •?» rmso n:*MiD 

rmn vhw na 'unnv nno -yidm m naii • mtjn 
: p2»a nwsfb von i(rr2v^2 rhp m«j 

*< It is unlawful to (ell a Gentile to do work 
for us on the Sabbath, although the Sabbath 
command is not binding upon him, and aU 
though he told him before the Sabbath, and 
even though he should not require that work 
until after the Sabbath. This prohibition is 
of the words of the Scribes, and was made to 
prevent Israelites from thinking lightly of the 
Sabbath, and thus coming at last to do the 
work themselves.** (Hilchoth Sabbath, c vi. 
1 ) Here, then, the very thing which is 
allowed above, is expressly forbidden on the 
authority of the Scribes, and consequently a 
transgression would make a man liable to be 
flogged, as is expressly stated in this chapter. 

V» r]M m«n •« rm^ho ib mm^ nab "td^w !»nttj^ 
mvr^ ^^ nniQ mno ni3o vrw pQi inrtt) ^ 
: m2»nu7 nDn pno*® "irw yysh rowbo rtmni 

" An Israelite who tells a Gentile to do a 
certain work for him on the Sabbath, although 
fae has transgressed, and is to be flogged with 
the flogging of rebellion, yet he may lawfully 
make use of that work when the Sabbath is 
over, if he wait as long as it would take to 



accomplish the work.** (Ibid, 8.) These 
two passages, then, plainly contradict each 
other. The one says it is unlawful to tell a 
Gentile to do work on the Sabbath, and that 
he who does so is to be flogged. The other 
permits a Jew to give a Gentile his purse to 
carry, and this is work, or else the Jew might 
carry it himself. Now if the latter case be 
lawful, then the former is also lawful ; and it 
is most cruel and tyrannical to Hog a man for 
doing what is lawful. On the other hand, if, 
according to the general rule, it be unlawful, 
then it is plainly unlawful in this particular 
case ; and it is plain that the Scribes, with all 
their pretensions, thought it better to trans- 
gress what they considered a divine command, 
than to lose their money. But if the traveller 
has got neither an ass, nor an idiot, nor a 
Gentile with him, then there is apparently no 
way of escape, for it is unlawful, according to 
the oral law, to carry any burden more than 
a distance of four ells on the Sabbath-day ; 
and one would naturally expect, that those 
who punish a profanation of the Sab- 
bath with stoning or fledging — that is, who 
spare neither human blood nor life — would 
tell him to leave his purse, rather than trans* 
gress the Divine command. But no, they 
tell him to carry it less than four ells, then 
to lay it down, take it up and carry it again a 
distance of less than four ells, and thus, bit 
by bit, carry it to the first inn. Here, again, 
there is an appearance of preserving the letter 
of the Rabbinical command ; but no man in 
his senses can see that thitre is any real dif- 
ference between carrying it at one turn, or at 
five hundred short turns of less than four ells, 
the whole distance is just the same, and the 
work just the same in the sight of God. 
Either it is altogether lawful, and then the 
Rabbinical precepts appear as folly and ty- 
ranny, or it is altogether unlawful, and then 
these precepts appear as a mere evasion and 
a trick. But, in every case, a cheap way if 
presented for purchasing salvation, and 
atoning for past sin. There is no great ex- 
ertion of moral principle necessary to make 
the traveller let another person, or an ass carry 
his purse to an inn. 

Another part of the Rabbinical mode of 
observing the" Sabbath, the preparation of the 
Sabbath table, has just the same tendency to 
direct the mind to the mere external act. 

*cn* i'vn roysn irnD iHm mDon yns •oMrnD'w 
ty'ya din"? ^b pVo rrwn ^vho '3tj w:n "t3 
^Tv:h viyco jn ttimi ym irw wib noaarr n»ao 
ara yho rtwno rrooT ths y^my \rbi -u n2o 
naiv jn yhay rwar? na«n p wro p2n w idth 

nm3 V^a nai^ miD y^ho^ rttGn nn^^ p 
<' Let a man arrange hb table and spread 
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the couchn, and onler sll the KOarra of hiH 
houu, that he maj find it read; and ordered 
when he letumg {torn the aynagi^e ; for 
Rabbi Jose aajB, in the name of Rabbi 
Chanina, That two angela accompany a man 
on the Sabbath ere, oa his return from the 
■ynag(^ue, the one good, the other evil. 
When be comes to hia houae, if the Sabbath 
lamp be found lighted, and the table prepared, 
and the couch npread, the good angei gaya, 
God grant that it may be «o the next Sabbath ; 
and the eiil angel must aay Amen, in spite of 
himseir. But if this be not the case, then the 
er!) angel aaya, Ood grant that il may be so 
nn tlie ne:(t Sabbath, and then the good apiril 
must gay Amer, in spite of himself." (Orach 
Chaiini, § 2fi2.) I*t not the Israelite ihink 
that we object lo the decent and reverential 
peparation of the house for the Sabbath, that 
U all right and proper ; but to CKsIt this into 
a command, and represent obedience to it as a 
meritorious act, is to turn the mind to irtiial 
outward performances, and to teach men lo 
rest on them as on the great duties of reli(pon. 
And here the mere putting of the house into 
order is represented as so grave a matter, that 
IwD angels are sent home with every Israelite 
on the Sabbath eve, to lake cognizance of the 
matter. The story of the angels la evidently 
'" ' ■ nothcr proof of thi " ' ' 
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the rabbles wandered fr 
religion to the mere shadow of citemal oh. 
•errancea. The Sabbath lamp here men- 
tioned il another instance of the same kind. 

■U3 >ivt urn a-i -ratn no' i: niwrt Tm urn 
•TQ^n a^ii TT^ ]*TT HEP vnCT^ u VuflUiv raw 

' " Let s man be carefut to have a handaome 
lamp, for Rav Huna says. He that ii accus- 
tomed to lake great care in trimming his 
Sahbath lamp well, will hare children who 
tkall be disclplea of the wise, 1. e. learned men." 
No one can deny that this is a mere external 
act, but yet it ia represented as mcrilorioui, 
and payment is promised : but the mode in 
which the performance ia required is still more 
calculated to promote the idea, that this ex- 
ternal act is of great importance. 

tipa'n DTirm ^ 'vrm tew ttq i^ ]v iVem roioa 



TON i^^iOT -pa D'TT^n " rmN -pj riiAn cm? 

" Men and vomen are equally obligated to 
have a lighted lamp in their houae on the 
Sabbath. Vea, though a man have nothing 
to eat, he most beg from door to door, and get 
oil, and light the lamp, for this is an essential 
part of the Sabbath delighU Heis alsobound 
10 pronounce the ben^iction, Bleaaed art 
thou, O Ijord, King of the world, who haa 
sanctified us by his coram an amenta, and com- 
manded ua to light the Sabbath lamp." 
(Hilchoih Shabbflth, c. v. 1.) Of course 
every Jew, who thinks that a Sabbath lamp 
is as necessaiT as food, and that God requires 
it even from him that has no food, must think 
that it is of great value, and thai obedience to 
this command is a most meritorious act. And 
yet all must cainfeBB that it is a mete outward 
performance, which may be observed by him 
who haa neither the fear nor the love of Ood, 
The tendency of all these laws ia the same, 
that is, to draw the mind away irom the so- 
lemn duties of religion, and to persuade the 
impenitent siunei ibat these obsenanees will 
alone for hialronsgreeaions. When conscience 
reminds him of sins, not those which he has 
committed hing since, of which he has re- 
pented, and which he has forsaken, but of 
those which he has been committing the past 
week, and intends lo commit again, as soon as 
the Sabbath ia over, it ia silenced by an enu- 
meration of the varloas acts of obedience, 
which are to he set dowti al the other side of 
the account. He remembers that he Itaa 
never left a pot of victuals on a forbidden fire, 
nor carried his purse on the Sabbaih.day a 
distance of more than four ells, nor aaked a 
Gentile lo do work for him. That, on the 
contrary, he has always prepared his table, 
and lighted his Sabbath lamp, and pronounced 
the benediction ; or, in other words, that he 
has kept flie Sabbath according to its consti- 
tutlon, and that, therefore, though he had 
been guilty of idolatry, he shall oblain for- 
giveness. Thus these rabbinic precepts have 
a direct lendcncy to mislead the mnltiinde, lo 
harden them in sin, and thus lo make and 
keep them unfit for that great Sabbath, which 
yet remains for the people of God. 
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That religion, which is true, and has God 
for its author, is, like the light of the sun, the 
common property of all who will only open 
their eyes, and gaze upon the gift of Ood. 
It is not a religion for the rich or the studious 
only, but is equally open to the understanding 
and the hearts of the poor ard unlearned. 
And therefore the Bible describes the hea- 
venly wisdom thus — ** She standeth in the 
top of high places, by the way in the places of 
tlie paths ; she crieth at the gates at the entry 
of the city, at the coming in at the doors : 
Unto you, O men, I call ; and my voice is to 
the sons of man. O ye simple, understand 
wisdom ; and ye fools, be of an understanding 
heart," (Prov. viii. 2—5.) And so God 
invites men of every class by the mouth of 
the prophet — " Ho, every one that thirsteth, 
come ye to the waters, and he that hath no 
money ; come ye, buy and eat ; yea, come, 
buy wine and milk without money and with- 
out price." (Isai. Iv. 1.) Every religion of 
man*8 making, presents, on the contrary, 
peculiar advantages to the rich and the learned. 
It offers salvation either as the purchase of 
alms-giving, or as the reward of religious 
study, or it makes religion so difficult and 
intricate as to put it out of the poor labouring 
man*s power to acquire any competent know- 
ledge of its requirements. And any system 
that does so must necessarily be false. Reli- 
gion is as necessary to the soul as day-light is 
to the corporeal eye ; and it would be a hard 
case, indeed, if the poor, who want it most, 
should be excluded from the possibility of 
acquiring its consolations ; or if, in the day 
of judgment, the man who devotes his life to 
books should have a better chance, than he 
who labours hard to get an honest living for 
himself and his family ; yet this is the case with 
the labouring classes of the Jews. The reli- 
gion of the oral law has so perplexed even the 
simplest commandments, that an unlearned 
man has no chance of being able to keep 
them. If nothing more were required for 
salvation than the Rabbinic sanctification of 
the Sabbath-day, the majority of the Jewish 
people must despair of attaining it ; for the 
accurate knowledge of the innumerable pre- 
cepts and distinctions, which is indispensable 
to obedience, requires time and study, which 
no labouring man can bestow. And we are 
convinced that a considerable portion of the 



Jewish population of this city live in con- 
tinual profanation of the Sabbath-day, if the 
Rabbinic explanations be true. Either they 
move something which they ought not to 
move, or they carry something which they 
ought not to carry ; and, if they do it wil- 
fully, render themselves liable to the utmost 
severity of the law. For instance, the tabbies 
have determined that in one place it is lawful 
to move or carry certain things on the Sabbath- 
day, but in another place the very same act 
is unlawful, and calls down extreme punish- 
ment They distinguish between these places 
thus — 
• D^nnn nivn Tirrr mtn • navh nY)'^ yanw 

DTTDTD rc?i"w 11 tin m«y rrjTOa rw^rm Fjpton 

TTi • TTvn nwT nn n^bi mViyj vmnbn m^i^ 
w 't ^ 'i ami rm» pioy ^n pi • "isjm inw 
D^bmai ! nya-w br rrsiiti imi '^ maa bn pi inn* 
inNi • »"m |mim pn by Trm nittn prporr 
rraa d« *to iVd«i rpb "W '"m win irm nittn 
nn • yiao i« miia in • nan paa '1 ^ 'i arm '» 
"v '>amn D>pi«n maim Nin n"ii i rrvn nix^i 
«ia"i D*««n 1!^ n3^«3D d^tdVidoi noN v ba? noM 
D^rrDTQ 'a maa i:>«i n"na mitto laT tai j n ]*Taw 
IN D*2np i^tsN D^ain nittn «im 3?ppa aiwr 
'a maa win dni j omby ^Enn D^ai j^wj rww 
nn 'i "n? 'i am win dn bbaa 'td «y» '10 -w /aoi 
; niTDD DipD in |NDD mno n»biTO 

In reference to the Sabbatn, places are dis- 
tinguished into four sorts of jurisdiction. Ist, 
the private jurisdiction ; 2d, the public 
jurisdiction ; 3d, the place called Karmelith ; 
4th, the place which is free. 

By a private jurisdiction is meant a place 
surrounded by walls, ten handbreadths high, 
and in which there is a space of four hand, 
breadths by four. But even though it should 
contain many miles, if it be inclosed for habi- 
tation, and its g!ites be bolted at night, it is a 
private jurisdiction. A lodging-place, an 
inclosed space, and a court, are considered as 
in the same class. And thus, also, a pit 
which is ten handbreadths deep, and wHose 
breadth is four by four, or more ; and a raised 
place which is ten handbreadths high, and 
whose breadth is four by four. The top of 
the walls, also, by which a private jurisdiction 
is surrounded, and the openings in them, are 
considered as private jurisdiction. The air 
of a private jurisdiction, up to the tirmament, 



118 



is also considered ; and even a vessel like a 
chest, if it be ten handbreadths high, and in 
breadth four by four. A hollow vessel, or a 
tower, is also considered as a private jurisdic. 
tion. 

The term public jurisdiction includes roads 
and streets, if their breadth be sixteen ells by 
sixteen, and they be open from gate to gate, and 
six hundred thousand persons pass thereon. And 
every thing in a public jurisdiction, which is 
not three handbreadths high, is reckoned as the 
ground, and is public jurisdiction : even thorns 
and filth upon which the public does not tread. 

But if it be from three to nine handbreadths 
high, but not nine entirely, and its breadth 
be four by four, it is called a KarmeHth, 

•' If it be less, it is called t^free place**"* 
(Orach Chaiim, 344.)- 

Now it may well be doubted, concerning 
many Jews in this city, whether they are 
acquainted with even this portion of the Sab- 
bath laws, but it is quite certain that they are 
ignorant of the innumerable modes of possible 
transgression which arise from these distinc- 
tions ; for the oral law then goes on to define 
what is lawful concerning each. In a public 
jurisdiction he may move any thing four ells. 

: Dm ^birh ^y^ Jfia mD« 't i^ tr din b3 

^* Every man has got four ells within which 
he may move things.** Or, as Rambam 
expresses it—- 

|ViDa ^^b niTJO "YiTDD Dipoi TTpn nitn 
^D^o frxi noa pnuTo nrw ba y** rrrr irvA 

: mD« niMa «^ jm 

*' In a private jurisdiction, and in a free 
idace it is lawful to move things the whole 
length of the place, even though the length of 
each should be many miles. But in a public 
jurisdiction or a Karmelith things may not be 
moved more than four ells." (Hilchoth 
Shabbath, c. xxiv. 11.) Now, it may well 
be asked, upon what passage of tlie law of 
Moses these distinctions are grounded, and 
what there is in a public jutisdiction which 
converts an act lawful in a private jurisdic- 
tion, into a sin to be expiated only by stoning 
the offender ? For instance, in a private ju- 
risdiction a man may carry certain matters 
for miles without violating the Sabbath com- 
mands, but if he venture out into a public 
jurisdiction with a pocket-handkerchief, or a 
snufiT-box, or a half-crown in his pocket, and 
earry it only five ells, he is guilty of death ; 
and if the Talmudists held the reins of power, 
would be led out as soon as the Sabbath was 
over, and stoned. Reason revolts against 
such doctrine, the act is the very same in both 
cases, and is therefore in both cases a sin, or in 
both cases lawfuL Humanity shudders at 
the thought of stoning a man for carrying a 
pocket-handkerchief, and the Bible teaches us 
that a religion, teaching such inexorable and 



wanton cruelty, cannot be from God. It is 
true that at present the power of Christianity 
protects Israelites from such harsh treatment ; 
but wherever the Talmud has any degree of 
influence, Israel groans under its bondage. 
Many a time have we seen Jews with their 
pocket-handkerchief tied round their knee like 
a garter, for this is lawful, though to carry it 
in his pocket would be a grave and capital 
offence. And we once knew an Israelite who 
was taking a walk on the Sabbath-day, and 
being addressed by a Gentile b^gar, put his 
hand into his pocket and gave the poor man a 
small coin. He was observed by some Tal- 
mudists, who immediately attacked him for 
his profanation of the Sabbath. Afraid of 
losing his character, and being at that time 
more anxious for the praise of man than that 
which Cometh of Ood, he defended himself by 
saying, that he had unintentionally taken out 
the money in his pocket, but had remembered 
it when addressed by the beggar, and there- 
fore took the opportunity of getting rid of that 
which it was not lawful to carry. The Tal- 
mudiits were satisfied, and their wrath cbanacd 
into profound admiration for his piety. These 
cases exemplify the practical working of the 
Rabbinic system. It burdens the consciences 
of the sincere, and makes the unscrupulous 
hypocrites. It may be replied that such 
things could not happen in England, and that 
here the Jews are too enlightened to observe 
such distinctions. But every one who makes 
this reply condemns modem Judaism as a 
religion unfit for the observation of the en- 
lightened, and if he be a conscientious man, 
should protest against doctrines which he be- 
lieves to be false, and laws which he abhors 
as cruel. These Sabbatic laws are a part, an 
essential part, of modern Judaism. There is 
not any part of the oral law upon which Tal- 
mudists lay more stress. The man, there- 
fore, who does not observe them has changed 
his religion. He has got a new faith, as 
really, as if he had been baptised and professed 
Christianity. Every Israelite who carries a 
pocket-handkerchief in his pocket through the 
streets of London on the Sabbath-day, has 
apostatized from that Jewish religion, which 
has been professed for near two thousand 
years, and practically declares that the religion 
of the synagogue is false. How then can he, 
without hypocrisy, profess to believe in the 
religion of the Jews ? or how can he, as an 
honest man, uphold a system which he re- 
gards as false, and which would have him 
executed as a criminal if it had the power ? 
If such persons, who live in the habitual 
transgression of all the Sabbatic laws, have 
any regard for truth and for divine revelation, 
they should openly declare their sentiments, 
announce to the world that they have forsaken 
the religion of their fathers, and assert that 
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religion which they regard as true. The 
blindest and most bigoted Talmudist is a far 
more respectable man, and more acceptable in 
the sight of God, than he who pretends to 
profess a religion in which he does not believe, 
and whose precepts he regards as fanatical 
and superstitious. 

But to return. From the above laws it 
appears that it is a sin to carry any thing in a 
public jurisdiction a distance of more than 
four ells. But suppose, then, that there was 
something which the Talmudists might find 
it convenient or desirable to move to a greater 
distance, is there no provision to effect its 
conveyance? Yes. These scrupulous per- 
sons, who would stone a man to death for 
carrying any thing five ells, have an expedient 
for conveying it a hundred miles if necessary. 

D^nn mttno rfnnn "Yipyb uivh tivjo "p^Db 
iinnb vnm vmo« 'i -pna i*?smid ronb i3n*yi 

1 "Jim «'?« ^2b^£>'m'* nb tttm tau? n"*n ]>yo 

: vmo« 
'^ Therefore it is lawful for a man to move 
a matter from the public jurisdiction, and to 
give it to his neighbour, who is within a 
distance of four ells ; and his neighbour to his 
neighbour again, and so on, even Tor a hundred 
miles. For although the thing itself go many 
miles, each person has only moved it his four 
ells." (Orach Chaiim, 348.) We have 
often heard of the wonderful eff*ects of division 
of labour, but never knew before that it could 
convert a capital offence into an innocent em- 
ployment. Surely it is not necessary to prove 
that if it be unlawful for one person to do a 
particular act, it is equally unlawful for a 
hundred persons to combine for its perform- 
ance. This law really has more the appear- 
ance of a caricature devised by some enemy 
of the oral law, than the grave decision of 
religious men in a matter of life and death. 
But if we examine a little further, we shall 
find that it is unlawful to move this same 
thing, whatever it be, from one jurisdiction to 
anotifier, though that other be close at hand. 
H*2inb "TiDN p n»teT3n tan bvM) tid«id d«?d 
D»33nb i« D^mn mtnb in Trm niunb naoo 
OKI 'D^nin m«nD w Trrn muno n^'?D"ob 

^' As it is unlawful to move any thing in 
thc'place called Karmelith, so it is unlawful 
to carry any thing out of it into a public or 
private jurisdiction, or, vice versa, to introduce 
any thing from either of these into the Kar- 
melith. But if any one does either he is not 
guilty,*' that is, he is only to get a flogging, 
but not to be stoned. An unlearned man 
who had already seen something conveyed by 
the above expedient might easily be led to 
commit an offence of this kind. His untutored 
mind might not perceive why the one should 
be sinful, if the other was lawful, but such an 



assertion of common sense would draw down cer- 
tain chastisement. At all events, he might be 
tempted to put his head from one jurisdiction 
into another, especially if he was standing in 
the street, and was offered a drink by a friend 
in a house, he might put his head into the 
window and take what was offered, but would 
soon find, to his cost, that he had broken one 
of the Sabbatic laws. 

nnwn ni"^'? WMn krsin ^'na dim dot vh 
mpob iim itt»n vzy p d« «*?« ndd»n i« dw 
i:« D^Drr ib«*? yis Nirro p^DT rtnro Nin^j 

^'l^ TiJSS^ TTYJD blM r^ DM»1> «0«7 plWin 

<< A man may not stand in a private ju- 
risdictioD, and put forth his hand into a pub- 
lic jurisdiction, and then drink, or vice verna. 
But if he does so, let him introduce his head 
and most of his body into the place in which 
he drinks, for as he wants the water, we fear 
lest he should take it to himself (into the place 
where he is standing). But it is lawful to 
stand in a private or public jurisdiction and 
drink in that which is called Kaxmelith.*^ 
(Orach Chaiim, 349.) It is evident that no 
unlearned man can stand a fair chance with 
laws like these. He could not hope even to 
escape corporal punishment. But if the accu- 
rate observance of such laws was the condition 
of salvation, he would have reason to despair. 
The most honest desire to yield obedience and 
the utmost exertion of his understanding will 
not help him, nor compensate for his igno- 
rance. If for instance he should conclude, 
because it is unlawful for himself to have his 
head in one jurisdiction and his body in 
another whilst he is druiking, that it would be 
equally unlawful for cattle in the same predi- 
cament to get food, he would be mistaken. 

yDy\H d»:di rpi»m pro mn nnrw nona 

" A beast that has got most of its body 
outside, and its head inside, may be fed.'* 
And if he should take this as the general 
rule of his conduct, he would be mistaken 
again, for long-necked animals form an ex- 
ception. 
■nw:n yNin D»:Da iai*n wvn wmu "W boaai 

*' But in the case of the camel, he must 
have his head and most of his body inside, 
because his neck is long." (Hilchoth Shabbath, 
c. XXV. 1.) And so with endless cases which 
arise from this one distinction of places into 
four classes. Judaism is in all its parts a 
religion for the studious, and for them only. 
For an unlearned man to keep the Sabbath, 
as the oral law requires, is absolutely impos- 
sible. And after all, what good does it 
bestow upon those who spend their life in the 
study ? Does it improve the heart, or open 
more abundant views of the Divine mercy, or 
fill the soul with love to man? That it 
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sharpens the wit and subtlety, we do not doubt, 
but that is but small profit to man in ge. 
neral. The criminal law of any country will 
do the same, and in truth the oral law is very 
little more than the Rabbinical criminal code. 
Its great subject is guilty and not guilty. 
And even in this it does not address itself to 
the conscience, and lead a man to consider the 
workings of the heart and the wanderings of 
the thought, and show him sin at its fountain- 
liead. It is a mere dry detail of external ob. 
servances, as may be seen from the numerous 
specimens adduced in these papers, and as 
might be shown more fully by translating the 
whole. If real devout feeling and improve - 
ment of the heart in the fear of God and the 
love of man be true religion, we might expect 
it, if any where, in the Sabbath laws. The 
Sabbath is that holy day which God has set 
apart to raise men^s thoughts from earth to 
heaven. It is that period of sacred relaxation 
on which even the poor and the unlearned 
may lay aside their worldly cares and occu- 
pations, and meditate upon the love and will 
of God, and that eternity to which he is 
hastening. In the laws, then, respecting the 
observance of this day, we might naturally 
expect the spirit of devotion to be manifested, 
but in the oral law we look in vain for any 
thing of the kind. Its directions about the 
Sabbath are one continued dry detail of ex- 
ternal observances, which to a conscientious 
man acquainted with them must constitute a 
load upon his conscience, sufficient to make 
the Sabbath the most unhappy day of all the 
seven. But as to the poor and labouring 
classes, who have no time for study, it is 
impossible that they should know, and much 
more that they should keep, all that is neces- 
sary for the right observation of the Rabbinic 
Sabbath. If therefore the oral law were true, 
the poor must lose a large portion of the bless- 
ings, and even be in danger of perdition. 
Nay, if it be true, then we must believe that 
God has given a religion impossible to be ob- 
served by the poor, and offering great ad- 
vantages to the rich and learned, that is, that 
He is a respecter of persons, though Moses 
and the prophets teach the contrary. But we 
would ask our readers, what use is it to them 
to profess a religion of which they can never 
attain a competent knowledge ? We venture 
to affirm that the majority of Israelites do not 
know enough of the oral law to help them to 



keep the Sabbath, much less to observe the 
six hundred and thirteen commandments ; can 
it be said then that they possess a religion 
with which they are not acquainted ? If the 
knowledge ^nd practice of ^e oral law be ne- 
cessary to constitute a true Jew, ninety-nine 
out of every hundred must give up their claims 
to the Jewish name. But then what is to 
become of the Jewesses, who are not even ob- 
ligated to learn ? Every rabbi will be willing 
to confess that the women at least are igno- 
rant of the oral law. Can they then have a 
portion in the world to come? If the know- 
ledge and practice oi the oral law be necessary 
to salvation, they cannot. But if they can be 
saved without it, then it follows that God 
has given a law, the knowledge of which is not 
necessary to salvation. Let every Jew ask 
himself this question, Ami acquainted with 
all the precepts of the oral law ? If not, can 
I be saved without this knowledge ? If I 
cannot, then the Jewish religion is one which 
makes it impossible for the poor to be saved. 
If I can, then the Jewish religion is of no real 
use, for I can be saved even without knowing 
it. Such a religion cannot be from God. 
His religion is necessary to be known by 
every man, woman, and child in the world, 
and the knowledge of it is just as easy to be 
acquired by the poor and unlearned as by the 
rich and studious. Let then the poor aud 
the unlearned consider the folly of professing 
a religion, with which they can never hope to 
become acquainted, and let them return to the 
religion of Moses and the prophets, which, 
by the help of the God of Israel, every one 
can understand, at least so far as is necessary 
to salvation. The Bible, like every thing 
that has God for its author, has beauties dis- 
coverable by the eye of the poor, at the same 
time that it has perfections to exercise the 
observation and skill of the most learned. 
And this holy book is the heritage of Israel, 
which the oral law can never be. The oral 
law may be the heritage and religion of the 
rabbles who know it, but it has no more to do 
with the religion of those who know it not, 
than the laws of the Chinese. The great 
majority of the Jewish people might just as 
well caU themselves followers o£ Confucius. 
No man can be said to believe in doctrines 
which be does not know, and can never hope 
to know : and this is the case with nine-tenths 
of the oral law. 
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It is a fact, that the religion of the oral 
law has hitherto done but little to promote 
the temporal welfare of the Jewish people, 
and it is equally certain that, if supreme, it 
would destroy the happiness both of Jews and 
Gentiles. Its endless definitions would neces- 
sarily produce transgression. Its severity and 
readiness in excommunication would be the 
source of constant trouble to individuals and 
families, and the sanguinary spirit of its 
criminal code would make the Jews a nation 
of mourners. Indeed, we seriously doubt, 
whether any but a few fanatics, wish to see 
the oral law vested with supreme power, and 
ruling over the lives and properties of the 
Jewish nation. £very reflv^cting Israelite 
must know that the Sanhedrin, wielding the 
absolute power ascribed to it in the rabbinic 
traditions, would be the most oppressive tri- 
bunal that ever lorded it over the consciences 
of men. But we must remember that it would 
not be with the Sanhedrin and other tribunals 
alone, that the Israelites would have to do. 
Every rabbi, and every disciple of a wise 
man, would have the right of excommuni- 
eating any one who offended them. After de- 
termining that the tribunals can and ought 
in certain cases to excommunicate, the oral 
law adds — 

i^Dprro pNn oy*? Tnr)b man irs2?r Dsnn pi 
ny ^b ]n*no |'mi • ninnn «bi onr vh y'\s yan ii 
p^nm tt?^ ^^wn n^nn no dni • u::nn nw nsn^u? 
nittnn im: bvfn ^b Wvch oann n:ji dni • ib 

J "JTl 

'* And in like manner the wise mnn himself 
may, on account of his honour, excommuni- 
cate an unlearned man who has treated him 
with contumely, and there is no need of wit- 
nesses nor admonition. And the excommu- 
nicate person is not to be absolved until he 
appease the wise man. But if the wise man 
die, three persons come and absolve him. If, 
however, the wise man wish to pardon, and 
not excommunicate him, the power is in his 
own hand." (Hilchoth Talmud Torah, 
c. vi. 12.) From this law we see that the 
restoration of Rabbinic power would be the 
most oppressive system of government ever 
devised. Every learned man would be a petty 
tyrant, constituting both judge and jury in 
his own person, and able, at his own caprice, 
to inflict a severe punishment. The most 
absolute aristocracy of the feudal times never 



dared to assume or exercise a power so mon- 
strous and so oppressive. No priesthood, 
even in the darkest times, ever claimed such 
personal authority as is here given to everjr 
individual rabbi. It is true that he may, if 
he please, forgiv« the unfortunate offender, 
but it is much to be feared that such absolute 
power would in most cases be too strong a 
temptation to the frail sons of men. And at 
all events the principle is utterly inconsistent 
with wise legislation, and most dangerous to 
the liberty of the poor and unlearned ; for the 
reader wiU observe that it is only an unlearned 
man, an ^< am-haaretz,** who may be dealt with 
in this summary manner. And this is another 
proof that the religion of the oral law is a re- 
ligion devised for the advantage of the rich 
and learned, but regardless of the spiritual 
and temporal welfare of the lower classes. 
For tlie learned and the great the law is very 
different — 

rroy p DN K^M • Dbiy^ M>DmDi "jnw p30 
niMTQn T««j MTcmDD ba« • "jn'im toi3 p nriTa 
Da bttjai DiTT ntoi "raN3«j . rwa^a mw ypho 
' nV'?3 nrroD '?u7Dtd nD b» fjm r&b td» n^u 
DDn TDbn bD pi • -ynm luji ir)n ib onoim 
; mrroi irm!?i ^Dpb yi n^ab iidn m»3 i«nn3«) 
" A wise man, old in wisdom, or a prince, 
or a president of a tribunal, who has sinned, 
is never to be excommunicated publicly, 
unless he have done as Jeroboam, the son of 
Nebat, and his companions. But when he 
commits oth^ sins, he is to be flogged in pri- 
vate. For it is said, ' Therefore shalt thou 
fall in the day, and the prophet also shall fall 
with thee in the night.' (Hos. iv. 5.) i. e., 
although the fall cover him as it were with the 
night. And they say to him, < Honour thy- 
self, and abide in thy house.* (2 Kings 
xiv. 10.) In like manner, when a disciple 
of a wise man makes himself guilty of excom- 
munication, it is unlawful for the tribunal to 
be too quick, and to excommunicate him 
hastily." (Ibid, c. vii. I.) The rabbles have 
endeavoured to justify this different legislation 
for the learned and unlearned by a verse of 
the Bible, but their interpretation of that verse 
is quite erroneous. When God says, "There- 
fore shalt thou fall in the day, and the prophet 
also shall fall vith thee in the night," he is not 
speaking of the learned and^unkarncd, nor of 
the different way in which their sins weie to 
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be punished, but of the destruction which was 
coming upon Israel, as may be seen in 
Kimchi^s Commentary. He interprets the 
verse thus — 

^Dn TTurD -Yjirn binvr imd "iqm /Dvn n'jttJii 
p") '"jnxo Nan mpn rnn pin V'n Dvrr j biom 
'nD* Mnttj «irn nvi 'Nim ova "ja >d« mm 
"py N*a3 Da toi 5 pii ny D3^>3r.* Dnb D^onm 
DTNTf 1D3 *|Q5? Voy "jmN nynon ipiun M^a: /nV*? 

: v/n pi o^wra rfj^ba buja: 

" Therefore shall thou stumble in the day.*"* 
This refers to Israel, and means on account of 
thy deeds thou shalt stumble and fall. This 
day ; that is, in this time ; thy fall shall soon 
come. And so we read, " Then my anger 
shall be kindled against them in that day.** 
(Deut xxxi. 170 ^^^ ag^i"} *^ I" that day 
there shall be a root of Jesse** (Isaiah xi. 10), 
where day means time and period. And the 
prophet also shall fall with thee in the nighty 
that is, the false prophet who deceiveth thee 
«hall stumble with thee, as men stumble in 
the night in darkness, and so the Targum of 
Jonathan has it. (Kimchi. Comment, in Hos. 
iv. 5.) Kimchi and Jonathan, then, both 
testify that the oral law gives a false interpre- 
tation of this verse. This is in itself rather 
awkward for a law that professes to have been 
given by God, but still more so when it is 
made the basis of most unjust and partial 
legislation, to save the learned from the 
punishment which an unlearned man would 
have in similar circumstances to suffer. No 
one can deny that the learned and unlearned 
are here placed on very unequal terms. If an 
unlearned man provoke a rabbi, he may be 
excommunicated by that individual without 
either judge or jury, or even the form of a trial. 
But if a learned man makes himself liable to 
the same punishment, even a court of justice 
has not the power to pronounce the sentence. 
Who can doubt that the rabbles made these 
laws for their own convenience? Can any 
one believe that God has given this law, 
whieh makes the learned a privileged class of 
persons, who, though guilty of the same 
offence as the working classes, is to be spared, 
whilst they are to be punished ? God is no 
respecter of persons, and therefore no such law 
can be from him. 

The extreme injustice of this mode of legis- 
lation will appear still more from considering 
the nature of the punishment. 
pm3«n iD2»a rmaon am:*© yr\yan ima 

• i^T3 ^o' ba *?a«a oaaVi ncD^ "vjdw rmao • ya$ 
tab mtuya 'ih'jn pb^ia m^i • i*b« para ^w 

• niD« 3?a"tto yas ]>a\ov v&[ mtsr •pst? laT 

• naittn 't3\C21 • i*? p^m Dnnw"? Kin mi^j "jaw 
13T1M i$ |a*« ]*rr3Di ]^vhy^ ]>i n^a rr\^i no d«i 

• ma^sm p biaiQ wmo ^tb "iitim |>oan ]rw nraita 
rw \i70 i^Ni iniw p^DDo \^wd -ycrh "pi^ pn 
tJpa nVi dv d^!?mj i^iaa attrt? >d . . . idtdd 
Dnn« DV U'xdro a®' * rry<Q imw ]n:o iTDn*? 



'^ How is an excommunicate person to con- 
duct himself, and how are others to conduct 
themselves towards him ? It is unlawful for 
an excommunicate person, as for a mourner, to 
trim his beard or hair, or to wash all the days 
of his excommunication ; neither is he to be 
associated in pronouncing the benedictions ; 
neither is he to be reckoned as one of ten, 
wherever ten persons are required; neither 
may any one sit within four ells of him. He 
may however teach others and be taught. 
He may hire and be hirfed. But if he die in 
his excommunication, the tribunal send and 
lay a stone upon his coffin to signify that 
they stone him because he is separated from 
the congregation. And it is unnecessary to 
say that he is not to be mourned for, and that 
his funeral is not to be attended Who- 
soever remains thirty days in his excommuni- 
cation without seeking to be absolved, is to be 
excommunicated a second time. If he abide 
thirty days more without seeking absolution, 
he is then to be anathematized.** (Hilchoth 
Talmud Torah, ibid.) This, then, is the 
punishment which a learned man has it in 
his power to inflict at will. He may deprive 
him of the comforts of cleanliness and perhaps 
injure his health. He may hold him up to 
the public scorn by separating him by four 
ells from all decent people. He may heap 
obloquy upon his death and deprive him of a 
respectful burial, or if the man survive under 
the public contempt, and refuse to give the 
Rabbi satisfaction, he will be anathematized, 
and his prospects for this world, at least, irre- 
trievably ruined. The law respecting the 
anathematized person is this : — 

wn r\yw ba« "jb pit? |*w Dnrw*? n2"jtt? 13»m 
pan?: i^Ni "0«?3 i3*«i • mn'jn na^?' wbt? lo^b 

\ "jnD3"\D na pDr td^d n^n 
'' He is not to teach others nor to be 
taught, but may learn by himself that he may 
not forget his learning. He is not to be 
hired, nor to hire. Men may have no deal- 
ings with him, nor any business except a 
little that he may get a livelihood.** Now 
then suppose that an unlearned man does or 
says something, which a rabbi interprets as 
contempt, he is first excommunicated. If, in 
the consciousness of innocence, he refuses to 
ask for the rabbi's forgiveness, he is at last 
anathematized, and all his business stopped, 
and all this is done to him because he is an 
unlearned man. He is himself to be dis- 
honoured, his business ruined, and he himself 
to die of a broken heart, not because he has 
committed some grievous crime, but because 
he has been wanting in respect either to the 
rabbi's person or his words. The most 
absolute autocrat never made a law more 
despotic. 

But some one will say, that the rabbi has 
the power of forgiving if he please, and that 
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the oral law recommends him to do so. It is 
true that if the aflfront be given ia private he 
has this power, and is tol<l to forgive, but not 
so if it be offered in public, he has then no 
choice. He is bound to excommunicate the 
offender. That we may not appear to act 
unfairly, we will give the whole passage : — 
"13'M "jTi3Db TWizb D3n!? niun ^r® *d & r|« 

^nn ^ vai^ -tom onnin by) oa inoDm rroVt? 
Dnonn d'^^w D'aiTDwrr D>TDn "pT rrr? pi '^ib 
D^jfDDi rjnnD*? □^'?n'\mD wbw Tiy mVi j^rttTo ]3^ni 
D>un Dmoynn DTTantt?o vn D**ma D^oam • ib 
• pii3^ 'imnnnn ubi mw n^3 wb DVir^ttj 'nQ"jMi 
rron • m -['j^b ^^nu? D^oDn n^o^n b^D ddii «^n "jn 
bn« "TTiDi imcin "jm irmnuja onioM onn 

H^ min pTn nw? «?3y3 !?no d«"i nir) "tj? 'nnDb 
: nyno 1200 lupi^ iy W733 nain nTQ')3i Dpia 
'^ Although a wise man has the power to 
excommunicate on account of his honour, yet 
it is not to be praised in the disciple of a wise 
man who does so. On the contrary he ought 
to shut his ears against the words of an un- 
learned man (am.haaretz), and not to attend 
to them, according as Solomon has said in 
his wisdom, ' Take no heed to all the things 
that are spoken.' (Eccles. vii. 21.) And such 
was the custom of the saints of old, who heard 
their reviling, but did not answer; and not 
only so, but they pardoned the reviler, and 
forgave him. The greatest o£ the wise men 
used to glory in their good deeds, and say, 
that they had never excommunicated nor 
anathematized any man on account of their 
honour, and this is the way in which the dis- 
ciples of the wise men ought to walk. In 
what cases is this to be applied ? When they 
have been despised or reviled in secret. But 
if the disciple of a wise man he despised or 
reviled by any man publicly^ it is unlawful 
for him to forgive any affront to his honour^ 
and if he forgive^ he is to be punished, for 
this is a contempt of t?te law, JHe is, on the 
contrary, to avenge and keep the thing in 
mind, like a serpent, until the offender entreat 
to be forgiven,^' (Ibid, c. vii. 13.) The 
great object of these laws is plainly to uphold 
the power and dignity of the rabbles, and to 
make it impossible for the people to shake off 
their yoke. The care which is taken to 
punish every offence against the wise men 
betrays a lurking consciousness of error, and 
a fear lest the common people should compare 
their precepts with Scripture, assert the plain 
unsophisticated truth, and thus shake off the 
galling chains of Kabbinism. To prevent this, 
the'very first semblance of disobedience is to 
be punished with excommunication. But for 
the poor and unlearned, if insulted by a learned 
man, there is no satisfaction. Uc cannot 
thunder out an excommunication or an ana. 



thema in return. For him the oral law makes 
no provision, except for his punishment. If 
Judaism, therefore, should ever attain the su- 
preme power, the working and unlearned 
classes will be placed in the power and at the 
mercy of the learned, and every disciple of a 
wise man will wield the absolute power of an 
autocrat. 

But some one may say, that if the disciple 
of a wise man should excommunicate any one 
hastily that the people would not regard his 
excommunication. But if they did not, they 
would do it at their peril, for the oral law 
expressly declares that they are bound to ob- 
serve the excommunication not only of a rabbi, 
but of one of his disciples. 
m3 "J3 31773^ pTf VTD7n ^3 mis'? rn3ttJ 1177 

nn ]^« yo^ TinDb vrvw TD*?n boM • rmnoa 
: »n3 M ain3b /*y*n oyn ta !?i« m3 ia yyn^h y^ 
'* When a rabbi excommunicates on ac- 
count of his honour, all his disciples are 
bound to treat th^ excommunicate person as 
such. But when a disciple excommunicates 
on account of his own honour, the rabbi is not 
bound to treat that person as excommunicate, 
but all the people are bound.*' (Ibid, c. vL 13.) 
Nothing can more clearly prove the injustice 
of such excommunication. If the rabbi be 
not bound to regard the disciples* excommu- 
nication, why should all the people be bound ? 
If the offence committed against the disciple 
be a sin before God, and such it ought to be 
to require such severe punishment, the ex- 
communication ought to be as binding upon 
the rabbi as upon the people. But if it be 
not binding upon the rabbi, then the offence 
for which it was inflicted cannot be a sin in 
the sight of God, it is therefore an arbitrary 
and unjust punishment, and it is both wicked 
and cruel to require the people to obey it. 
But the principle itself is monstrous, that the 
disciple of a rabbi should be constituted both 
judge and jury in his own case, and have the 
power of lording it over those, whose circum- 
stances do not permit them to devote their 
time to study, and who, therefore, cannot be 
enrolled in the privileged class. Just suppose 
that the clergy of this land, or the professors 
and students at our Universities, were to claim 
such power, and to excommunicate and ana- 
thematize all who treated them with disre- 
spect, and that without any trial or conviction 
before a legal tribunal, and that the unfortu- 
nate victims were to be separated from society, 
ruined, and then their dead bodies treated 
with dishonour, would not this be regarded as 
a monstrous and insupportable tyranny ? Yet 
this is what the oral law claims for the rabbles 
and their disciples, and what they would 
possess and exercise if Judaism ever attains to 
supreme power. Would the Jews wish such 
a power established ? Do they desire to live 
under such a government ? If they do not, if 
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they prefer the personal liberty and the even- 
handed justice secured to them by Christian 
laws, then they confess that tlie Christian 
principles are better than those of their own 
religion, and they must be charged with in- 
consistency in professing and asserting the 
truth of a religion, which they hope may never 
triumph. Every man who believes his reli- 
gious principles to be Divine, must wish that 
they should triumph, and that they should 
have free scope for their development. Any 
man who dreads the triumph of his religion 
must have secret misgivings that it is false. 
"We therefore ask every Jew whether he de- 
sires that the oral law should attain that ab. 
solute power which it claims, and that every 
rabbi and his disciples should have the power 
of excommunicating and anathematizing all 
who affront them ? One of the most perfect 
tests of a religion, is to consider what would 
be its effects if supreme. At present there are 
various systems of religion in the world, some 
of which, as directly contradicting others, must 
be decidedly false. The hope of all reflecting 
men is, that the truth will ultimately triumph, 
that God himself will at last interpose, and 
establish the dominion of truth and eradicate all 
error. Each hopes that his own system will then 
prevail, but let him follow out that system, and 
see how it will work, when all resistance shall 
be vain. Let the Jews calmly consider the 
state of things, when the rabbles and their 
disciples shall be masters of the world, as they 
must one day be, if Judaism be true. The 
unlearned will then be completely at their 
mercy, their servants and their bondmen. 
Will this be a happy condition, or is this 
state of things desirable ? In the first place, 
there will be no personal liberty. Any man 
who may chance to differ from a rabbi, and 
treat him with disrespect, will immediately be 
excommunicated. In the second place, there 
will be no liberty of conscience or of thought. 
Every man must then let the rabbles think for 
him, and he must be content to receive their 
decisions without any appeal. The body will 
scarcely have the appearance of being free, 
and the intellect will be bound in fetters of 
adamant It will no doubt be a glorious 
period for the wise men and their disciples, 
but they will always form a small minority, 
compared with the bulk of mankind. The 
majority of Israel, not now to speak of the 
Gentiles, will then be degraded into poor, 
crouching, submissive servants of the learned, 
afraid to use their reason, and always having 
the fear and dread of excommunication before 



their eyes. Do'they then honestly wish for such 
a state of things* to be tied hand and foot, and 
given into the hands of their learned men ? 
If they do not, if they see the horror and 
the injustice and deg^dation of such a state 
of things, why do they profess a religion which 
will inevitably lead to it, if it be true ? If 
such laws be unjust, and such a consum- 
mation dreadful, instead of desirable, the re- 
ligion of the oral law must necessarily be 
false ; and it is the duty of every Israelite to 
consider what he is doing in upholding it. 
The present state of things will not continue 
always. The Jewish nation cannot always 
wish to be wanderers in foreign lands. They 
look forward to a restoration to the land of 
their fathers, and they wish in that land to be 
happy and prosperous. But happiness and 
prosperity will be unknown words, if they 
are then to be governed according to the prin- 
ciples of the oral law. That law gives the 
learned a monopoly of power and happiness, 
but leaves the mass of the nation in bondage. 
Do theythen, in contemplating the re-establish- 
ment of the kingdom of Israel, expect another 
than the oral law, and other principles of re- 
ligion and justice? If they do, they confess that 
the oral law is false, and if it would be false 
and hurtful, and destructive of all happiness, 
if supreme, it is equally false and hurtful 
now. The Israelite, therefore, who upholds it, 
is upholding a false system. He may do it 
in ignorance, and we believe that this is the 
case with the majority; but it is most un- 
becoming in any reasonable man to profess a 
religion of which he is ignorant He may 
answer, I have no time to acquire an accurate 
knowledge of my religion. The books in 
which it is contained are too voluminous to 
admit of my acquiring an acquaintance with 
them. I must work for my bread. We 
grant that this is the fact, but then this brings 
us back to our original position, that Judaism 
is only a religion for those who have leisure, 
that is, for the rich and the learned, and we 
conclude, on that very account, that it cannot 
be from God, who looks neither at riches nor 
learning, but considereth the welfare, and, 
above idl, the religious welfare of the poorest 
of his creatures. The especial character of 
the Messiah is, that he will care for the poor. 
<^ He shall judge the poor of the people, he 
shall save the children of the needv." (Psalm 
Ixxii. 4.) He, therefore, cannot have the re- 
ligion of the oral law. He will not be a rabbi, 
nor a rabbits disciple. 
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The season of the Jewish year, which we 
are now approaching, naturally leads us to the 
consideration of some subjects more important 
than those which we have lately discussed. 
The oral law teaches that the festival of the 
new year is nothing less than a day of judg- 
ment, on which God pronounces sentence re 
specting the state of every individual. 

>«1Q in«i irw ta maiij? f)p^xo r^^'oyy mxo ten "p 
vesDW ^ • n:ttjn ©to "w Dvi vnvDi or oVirn 
• nnnab onm y«n k2»3«j »d"i • d*t6 onro pn:f 

'* As the merits and the sins of a man are 
weighed at the hour of his death, so likewise 
every year, on the festival of New Year's Day, 
the sins of every one that cometh into the 
world are weighed against his merits. Every 
one who is found righteous is sealed to life. 
Every one who is found wicked is sealed to 
death. But the jui^gment of the intermediate 
class is suspended until the day of atonement. 
If they repent, they are sealed to life, but if 
not, they are sealed to death." (Hilchoth 
T'shuvah c. iii. 3.) This naturally leads us 
to consider the Rabbinic doctrine of justifica- 
tion, and to inquire how far it agrees with 
Moses and the Prophets. And here our first 
business must be to state the doctrine as it is 
found in the oral law. 

This law teaches, first, that he whose me- 
rits are more than his sins is accounted a 
righteous man. 
♦o • myxm nvDi ^^ # dthh >31q tttw irm bD 

" Every one of the children of man has 
merits and sins. If his merits exceed his 
sins, he is righteous. If his sins exceed his 
merits, he is wicked. If they be half and 
half, he is a middling or intermediate person." 
(Ibid 1.) 

It teaches, secondly, that in estimating 
the comparative state, respect is had not only 
to the number but to the quality of the actions. 
''th vh» maiym m^xn po >Bb 13»m m V»p«n 

P '«3tt3 m^Yiy nOD 1333 M*7TO niDT ttT ' D^TIJ 

nvDT rroa 1333 wnm py ©n • ym nm in m3id3 
{ ravr nym ii«* thm M^im nDN3« 
*^ And this weighing is made, net with re- 
spect to the number of the merits and the 
sins, but according to their greatness. There 



is a merit which may outweigh many sins, as 
it is said, ' Because in him there is found 
some good thing.' (I Kings xiv. 13.) And 
there are sins which may outweigh many me- 
rits, for it is said, ^ one sinner destroyeth 
much good.' " (Ecclesiast. ix. 18.) 

It teaches, thirdly, that it is possible by 
transgression or obedience to turn the scale. 

bD nw") io2?y n« ynan ^nm mn «En Mton 
m2tt3 rror • nnnttjn ^b 0131 min rpb ibiD oViyn 
f]Db 1V1D Dbi3?n bD n«i io!» n« ynDn nn nn« 
p-nn nDN3tt3 r^m rrown onVi ^b 0131 niDi 

ninnb ^ty rvi bD i3n3 m p:^ »3Doi • iVsm 

n3ttn ttJNiD m^oi poyVi D^miD D^tw^on npTJi 

: nwn ban "in* oms^Dn dv tti 

'' If a man sin one sin*^ he gives the pre- 
ponderance for himself and for all the world 
to the scale of guilt, and causes destruction. 
But if he perform one commandment, he gives 
the preponderance both for himself and all 
the world to the scale of merit, and causes 
salvation and deliverance to himself and them, 
as it is said, *■ The righteous is the foun- 
dation of the world' (Prov. x. 25), which 
means that righteousness gives the world a 
preponderance in the scale of merit and deli- 
vers it. And on this account all the house 
of Israel are accustomed to abound in alms- 
giving and in good deeds, and to be diligent 
in the commandments in the interval between 
New Year's Day and the Day of Atonement 
more than in all the year besides." (Ibid 4.) 
This then is the doctrine which we have to 
consider. 

The fir t great principle is that " Every 
one of the children of men has merits and has 
sins." That every man has sins we readily 
admit ; but that any man, or any angel, or 
any of Gtxl's creatures has any merit in the 
sight of God we deny. First, because the 
idea of merit is utterly inconsistent with the 
idea of the relation in which the creature 
stands to the Creator. Every created being 
is bound by the very fact of his creation to 
love God with all his heart and soul, and 
mind and strength, and to do all his will. 
Whatsoever, therefore, he does, he can never 
exceed the limit of his bounden duty, and can 
therefore never lay any claim to merit. If 
created beings were freei from all obligation to 
love God or to do his will— if they were inde- 
pendent and masters of themselves, then by 



126 



loving God or doing his will ihey might have 
tticrii, for ihey would be doing him a service 
which He has no right to require. Just as a 
man that is free may hire himself to do work 
for another man, which he is not bound to do, 
and thereby earn wages. But not so the slave, 
who is his master's property. He can only 
do his duty, and if he toil all the day and be 
diligent and faithful in his master's service, 
he still can lay no claim to wages or to merit ; 
he has only done what he is bound to do. 
To lay any claim to merit, we must stand 
•on equal terms, and confer what the other 
has no right to expect. But this no created 
being can ever do. He is a debtor over- 
whelmed with such an amount of debt, that 
all that he has or can raise only goes in part 
payment, and who therefore will never be able 
to confer any thing which is not already due. 
And therefore it is said, '' Can a man be pro. 
fitable unto God ?'' and again, *^ Is it gain to 
him, that thou makest thy ways perfect?** 
(Job xxii. 2, 3.) The unfallen angels them, 
selves have no merit before God, and much 
less fallen and rebellious man. 

But, secondly, the assertion that man has 
merits is contradicted by the plain testimonies 
of Scripture. If man have merits, however 
few, then so far as those merits are concerned, 
his nature must be good and holy, but God 
declares the contrary. '^ Behold, he putteth 
no trust in bis saints ; yea the heavens are not 
dean in his sight : how much more abomi- 
nable and fil&y is man, which drinketh 
iniquity like water." (Jobxv. 15, 16.) Such 
language cannot be applied to any creature 
capable of meriting any thing in the sight of 
God. Again, if man have merits, his merits 
must proceed from the good things which he 
has done. He that does nothing good cannot 
be meritorious, but yet God says, " There 
is none that doeth good, no, not one. They 
are all gone aside, they are all together 
become filthy; there is none that doeth good, 
no, not one." (Ps. xii. 1—3.) If this be true, 
then no man has merits. If man have merits, 
they must proceed from an inherent good 
principle in his nature, but God says even of 
Israel that there is no such principle of good : 
on the contrary, he declares that ^^ the whole 
head is sick, and the whole heart faint. From 
the sole of the foot, even unto the head, there 
is no soundness in it; but wounds, and bruises, 
and putrifying sores." (Isaiah i 5, 6.) Here 
God describes Israel, and the description is 
generally true of mankind, as totally corrupt. 
There is no soundness in it. The intellect is 
corrupt, for <^ the whole head is sick." The 
affections are corrupt, for *^ the whole heart is 
faint" How, then, can he that has a per- 
verted intellect and a corrupt heart have 
merits ? Again, if man have merits, his good 
deeds, whatever they be> must be such as to 



deserve the approbation of God ; but tlie con- 
fession of the prophet is— 

n2^npn2? bD d»t^ lansi 12^13 MoriD »n3"i 

^^ But we are all as an unclean thing, and 
all our righteousnesses as filthy rags." (Isa. 
Ixiii. 5.) Either, then, the oral law or the 
Bible says w}iat is false. The Bible says 
that the very best of man's deeds, " all his 
righteousnesses," are no better in the sight of 
God" than filthy rags : if this' be true, then 
man has no merit whatsoever. 

But again, the assertion that every man 
has merits and sins, is based upon a false 
principle. It takes for granted that God 
judges men by their individual acts, and not 
by the state of their hearts ; that is, that he 
judges as we do. When we consider a man's 
conduct, we can only look at his acts, and to 
us some of them appear good and others bad. 
In our sight, therefore, he may have some 
merits and some demerits. But God looks 
at the heart, and sees whether a man loves 
him or not, and by the whole habit of his 
mind and affections judges the man's state 
and all his actions. We short-sighted crea- 
tures judge a man's heart by his actions ; 
but God judges his actions by his heart, and 
where the heart is wrong, he is so far from 
counting any actions as meritorious, that he 
looks upon the whole conduct as one mass of 
abominable sin. 

' The next assertion of the oral law is, that 
^' If a man's merits exceed his sins, he is 
righteous." This pre-supposes, first, that a 
man's merits may exceed his sins; and as- 
serts, secondly, that in this case he is ac- 
counted righteous. But where is the man 
whose *' merits exceed his sins ?" Where is 
the man who keeps any one of God's com- 
mandments perfectly ? In all our best deeds 
and efforts there is sin of admixture or of 
imperfection. Often, when by the help of 
God, a good thought or an honest intention 
is conceived in the heart, before it can be 
realised in action, some selfish and unworthy 
motive associates itself with it, and spoils the 
whole. And in every case the obedience is 
imperfect, so that all our best acts become 
occasions of committing sins either of infir- 
mity or imperfection, and thus our sins are 
certainly as many as our good deeds, for each 
one of them has a sin as its associate. But 
how many are our sins of thought, word, and 
deed, which are mere sins without any ad- 
mixture of good, and which in themselves 
are *• more than the hairs of our head ?" 
And even if we should admit that the final 
result depends not upon number, but upon mag- 
nitude, then there is one sin that extends from 
the moment of our birth to the latest hour 
of our existence, and that is, want of perfect 
love to God. This he requires at every mo- 
ment, but yet how many hours of every day 
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do we pureue our business or our pleasure 
without a single remembrance of him ? And 
bow few, how hasty, and how interrupted 
are our grateful recollections of the love and 
mercy of God ! Here then is a sin which in 
magnitude far exceeds the aggregate of all our 
gratitude and all our services, and which in 
itself would sink the scale of guilt down to 
the lowest hell. But by the side of it there 
is another equally immense, and that is our 
continued transgression of the commandment, 
*' Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.** 
The very best of all God^s saints makes, at 
the most, but a feeble struggle against the 
love of self. He admits the extent of his 
duty to his neighbour, he knows it — he de- 
sires to fulfil it. He watches against himself, 
and yet, with all his care, self-love creeps in 
again and again, and asserts the mastery over 
his thoughts and actions. These two sins 
would outweigh a thousand times all the six 
hundred and eleven remaining commandments 
of which Israel boasts, even if they kept them 
all without a single transgression or a shade 
of imperfection. With these two sins on our 
consciences, it is perfectly absurd to talk of 
our merits exceeding our sins. There is not, 
and never was in the world, a mere child of 
Adam, whose sins did not far exceed his 
good deeds. If, therefore, it be necessary, 
in order to be accounted just, that our merits 
should exceed our sins, we must give up all 
hope of being justified before God. 

But let us suppose for a moment that such 
a thing were possible, that there was a man 
whose merits exceeded his sins, would such an 
one be accounted just before God ? First let 
us ask Moses, let us hear what he says. 
Does he promise that if your merits exceed 
your sins, ye shall be considered just? and 
does he promise life, as the oral law does, to 
imperfect obedience ? Hear the words of 
Aloses himself: — 

mrr rx)^ "i^« pin bDi j bwottJi w vnvn 
DnD> DrOTNTTi DDb 1TO1 ]vnn p?Db "1D7n DD>nbN 

" Ye shall observe to do therefore as the 
Lord your God hath commanded you: ye 
shall not turn aside to the right-hand or to 
the left Ye shall walk in all the ways 
which the Lord your God hath commanded 
you, that ye may live and that it may be well 
with you, and that ye may prolong your days 
in the land which ye shall possess.'* (Deut. 
v. 32, 33.) Here Moses requires perfect 
obedience as the condition of hfe, and does 
not allow a single deviation either to the 
right-hand or to the left. It is not a single 
declaration, nor a sentiment wrested from its 
context Moses repeats the same again and 
again. In the very next verses to those just 
quoted, he says — 



mm m^ nt?« D»TDD«jQm D^pnn mswn n«r» 

"iiQ^ yrfy^ mm n« vrrn ]':^b : Ttmrh no^ 
yn nnN ~|12Jq *D3« nu?« vm:^"» vmpn ta n» 

" Now these are tne commandments, tne 

statutes., and the judgments, which the Lord 

your God commanded to teach you, that ye 

might do them in the land whither ye go to 

possess it ; that thou mightest fear die Lord 

thy God, to keep all his statutes and his 

commandments, which I command thee ; 

thou and thy son^ and thy son*s son, all the 

days of thy life : and that thy days may be 

prolonged.** (vi. 1, 2.) Here again Moses 

requires perfect obedience to the whole law. 

He requires it of every individual of Israel. 

" Thou and thy son, and thy son*8 son ;'* 

and this universal obedience he exacts not at 

some stated period of the year, but every day 

of a man*s whole life. " All the days oC thy 

life.'* Aloses leaves no room for some merits 

and some sins. If a man does what Aloses 

requires, he can have no sins. If a man have 

any sins whatever, he does not fulfil what 

Moses requires as the condition of life. \Ye 

might quote several other similar passages, 

but coBtent ourselves with one, where Moses 

exprestily declares that universal obedience is 

necessary to righteousness. 

TfiTvb rf?«n D^pnn bD nw niii»b mm lairn 
DvrrD i^nvn"? DT)>n bD 1:^ niD^ i3>nb« mm rw 
bo n« nw:^b iqhj: »3 ^:b mrrn npisn : m7i 
I ^2^:i ntt?ND irrf?N mm 'zob nwn mijon 

*' And the Lord commanded us to do all 
these statutes, to fear the Lord our God 
always, that he miglu preserve us alive, as it 
is at this day. And it shall be our righteoutm 
nessy if we observe to do all these com- 
mandments before the Lord our God, as he 
hath commanded us.** (Deut vi. 24, 25. > 
This is Moses' idea of righteousness, and if 
Moses be right the oral law is wrong. It 
says, ** If a man's merits exceed his sins, he 
is righteous." Moses says. If a man keep 
all the commandments all the days of his life, 
he is righteous. The oral law promises life 
to him who confessedly has sins. Moses re- 
quires perfect and universal obedience as the 
condition of life. It becomes, therefore, an 
important, an awfully important, considera- 
tion for every Israelite, whether he will rest 
his soul's salvation on the word of Moses, or 
on that of the oral law« If he rests upon the 
oral law, then he will be satisfied that a par- 
tial obedience is sufficient to secure everlasting 
salvation, and in this hope he will die. But 
if he is to be judged according to the law of 
Moses, he will, at the hour of God's judg. 
ment, find himself awfully mistaken. Moses 
knows of no righteousness, but that of uni- 
versal obedience every day of a man's life, 
I and promises life to none but tliose who have 
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tliis lighteousncss. lie that has it nof, there- 
fore, must be condemned. And let every 
Israelite mark well that Moses has not left 
us to draw this just conclusion from the pre- 
mises which he has laid down, but has him- 
self stated, in the distinctest and plainest 
terms, That he who does not yield this uni- 
versal obedience is accursed. And that no 
man may mistake his meaning, he sums up 
all that he has said upon this subject, and 
repeats, that he who keeps all God's com- 
mandments shall be blessed, and that he who 
does not keep all Ood's commandments 
shall be accursed. 

•YiDttJb TT»b« mrr ^pi rottjn jno© d« rrm 
"i3n3i Dvn 'pSD *D3« ntt3« vm2«Q bD n« muart 

'< And it shall come to pass, if thou shalt 
hearken diligently unto the voice of the Lord 
thy God, to observe and to do all his com- 
mandments which I command thee this day, 
that the Lord thy God will set thee high 
above all nations of the earth ; and all these 
blessings shall come on thee," &c. And 
then, after enumerating the blessings, he 
adds— 

mxo^ niottjV yr^H ^n rot^n vh d« rrm 
iKsi u\n 'pso »32« !«« vnipni virion bD n« 
Tyn nnw m"w :Tij»«jm rfTWi nib^n Vd yb:^ 

I '131 mttji nn« ii-wi 
'^ But it shall come to pass, if thou wilt 
not hearken unto the voice of the Lord thy 
God, to observe to do all his commandments 
and his statutes which I command thee this 
day, that all these curses shall come upon 
thee, and overtake thee. Cursed shalt thou 
be in the city, and cursed shalt thou be in the 
field," &c. (Deut. xxviii. 1—16.) Here 
Moses plainly says, that he who is perfectly 
obedient is blessed, and that he who is not 
perfectly obedient is cursed. And it is to be 
Doted that Moses knows nothing of an inter- 
mediate state of man, the D^SIS'l who are nei- 
ther righteous nor wicked. He divides all 
Israel into two classes, the blessed and the 
cursed. He who keeps all God's command, 
ments belongs to the former ; he who does 
Bot keep ALL God's commandments to the 



bttcr. In this matter, then, the most im- 
portantthat can employ the mind of man, the 
oral law contradicts the plain words of Moses. 
One of the two is certainly in error. It is for 
the Israelites to choose whether they will 
believe Moses, or that oral law which contra- 
dicts his words. If they believe in Moses, 
then no one is accounted just before God, but 
that man who has all the days of his life kept 
alt God's commandments without one devia- 
tion. Every other person is so far from being 
just, that he is accursed. If there were a 
human being who had all his life kept all the 
commandments, and only once been guilty of 
transgression, that one transgression makes 
him unjust and accursed. But there is no 
such person. Every man's conscience tells 
him that his sins far exceed his obedience, 
and therefore if Moses speak truth he is 
accursed. Oh, let no one endanger his 
salvation by trusting to the oral law. 
Let him take up the law of Moses, let 
him investigate the conditions which Aloses 
lays down. We ask not now, that the Is- 
raelites should read the New Testament, or 
that they should listen to our arguments or 
any reasoning of man. "We simply point 
out to them the words of Moses, and we show 
other passages of the oral law which teaches 
an entirely different doctrine. We ask, then, 
whether the man who rebels against the law 
of Moses can hope for salvation ? Yet this 
is what every one who follows the oral law is 
doing. If his temporal welfare only were 
concerned, it would not be of such moment. 
But here his eternal interests are at stake. 
If the oral law be mistaken, and mistaken it 
is, if Moses spoke truth, their eternal salva- 
tion is forfeited by every one who follows it. 
We therefore entreat every reader of this 
paper to take up the law of Moses, and to 
mvestigate this question : — **• What are the 
conditions of blessing and cursing, of life and 
death, according to the declarations of iVloses? 
Does he promise life to that man whose merits 
exceed his sins, or does he require universal 
obedience?" To Mosea himself we appeal, 
and him we constitute the arbiter of our dif- 
ferences. 
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We showed in our last number that the 
first axiom of the oral law respecting the 
mode of justitication is false. Moses requires 
perfect and universal obedience to all the com- 
mandments as the condition of justification 
and life, whereas the oral law says it is suffi- 
cient if a man*8 merits exceed his sins. One 
of the two, then, has spoken falsehood. It is 
for the Jews to consider which of them they 
will brand with the character of liar. As for 
ourselves we believe that Moses spoke the 
truth, and by his . standard of right and 
wrong we proceed to examine the second and 
third principles of llabbinnic justification. 
The oral law tells us, further, that when God 
weighs the merits and the offences, '* This 
weighing is made not with respect to the num- 
ber of the merits and the sins, but according 
to their greatness. There is a merit which 
may outweigh many sins, as it is said, ' Be- 
cause in him there is found some good thing-' 
(1 Kings xiv. 13.) And there are sins which 
may outweigh many merits, for it is said, 
* One sinner destroy eth much good.* (Eccle- 
siast. ix. 18.) And for this reason we are 
told that ** In the ten days between the New 
Year and the Day of Atonement Israel 
abounds in almsgiving and good works more 
than in all the year besides.*' Such is the 
hope which the oral law holds out to IsraeL 
It first tells a man, that if his merits exceed 
his sins, he is safe. Then feeling that none 
but a fool or madman can dream of his merits 
exceeding his sins, it tries to quiet the con- 
science by assuring the guilty, that the quality 
of the deeds is regarded more than their num. 
ber, and that there may be one meritorious 
act which- will outweigh many sins. It en- 
deavours to prove this by a citation from the 
Book of Kings. This is in itself suspicious. 
Why did it not bring one or more plain pas- 
sages from the Books of Moses ? They con- 
tain the law of God, and the great principles 
of God's judgment. In determining a case 
like this an appeal to the letter of the law is 
absolutely necessary. Let every Israelite, 
then, before he trusts his salvation to the oral 
law, find out one passage in the law of Moses, 
where Moses himself declares that '' one 
merit may outweigh many sins.** We know 
not of one similar declaration, and therefore 
hesitate not to say, that whosoever rests his 



salvation on this hope, has apostatised from 
the religion of Moses. 

But the passage itself, which the oral law 
cites, proves nothing in support of the above 
principle. The words were spoken of the son 
of Jeroboam. ** He only of Jeroboam shall 
come to the grave, because in him there is 
found some good thing toward the Lord God 
of Israel in the hoi^se of Jeroboam." (1 Kings 
xiv. 13.) There is not one word said here 
about his being justified by that one good 
thing, whatever it was. It did not save the 
child from his sickness. It did not change 
the sentence of death into life. Ail it did was 
to procure him a peaceable burial. How, 
then, can any reasonable man argue, because 
the son of Jeroboam had a peaceable burial, 
that therefore some meritorious act will save 
him from the punishment due to his offences? 
To warrant such a conclusion, he ought first 
to show that the son of Jeroboam had been a 
grievous sinner like his father, which the Bible 
does not say ; and, secondly, that this one 
meritorious act had obtained patdon of his 
sins, and restored him to life ; and moreover it 
ought to be expressly said, that God consi- 
dered him as just. The very circumstance 
that the rabbles were obliged to have recourse 
to such a passage, and that they could find 
nothing better in the law or the prophets, 
shows that they were hard pushed to find any 
thing that would even bear a faint resemblance 
to their doctrine. 

The law of Aloses gives no countenance to 
this doctrine, and can give none, because it 
is directly subversive of all the principles of 
law and justice. The stern principle of jus- 
tice is, that every transgression of the law 
should be followed by punishment without any 
reference whatever to the good deeds or merits 
of the transgressor. Even before an earthly 
tribunal there is no deviation from this prin- 
ciple. If a murderer or a robber be convicted, 
no degree of previous or subsequent merit can 
be listened to as a plea against the just sen- 
tence of the law. He may in all other respects 
be an unexceptionable character, he may feed 
the poor and clothe the naked, and give all his 
goods in alms, but none of these things can 
change the sentence of guilty into not guilty, 
or cause him to be considered as a just or in- 
nocent person. And shall we suppose that 

K 



130 



God is less just than man ? The law of Moses 
gives us no reason for such a supposition. It 
says distinctly — 

mob rtn wn to« nan tJcaV tdid inpn vhn 

; rfov n"»D 'D 
^^ Moreover, ye shall take no satisfaction 
for the life of a murderer, which is guilty of 
death ; hut he shall surely be put to death." 
(Num. XXXV. 31.) According to this decla- 
ration, the good deeds or merits of a murderer 
are not to be regarded, and there is nothing 
which he can do which can avert the sentence 
of the law. And shall we suppose that Ood 
himself will do what he forbids men to do ? 
If so, why did he forbid it to be done ? The 
plain reason of this prohibition is, because it 
is contrary to the eternal principles of right 
and wrong, which Ood himself cannot violate 
without detracting from his holiness. But it 
is not with respect to murder only that God 
has laid down these stem principles of justice. 
He says generally — 

•un pi mwn p rron t3 rroyn 'w» «B3m 
inpD virm xoti^n nrroai rpya wn Ti\rr rw 
rron idh vtiso n«i ma mrr -ui ^ itto^ 

J ra TOiy iVTTn x3Qyn rron 

'' But the soul that doeth ought presump. 
tuously, whether he be bom in the land, or a 
stranger, the same reproacheth the Lord, and 
that soul shall be cut off from among his 
people. Because he hath despised the Lord, 
and hath broken his commandment, that soul 
shall utterly be cut off; his iniquity shall be 
upon him." (Numb. xv. 30, 31. ) There is 
here no promise that his merits shall be 
weighed against his offences. One presump- 
tuous sin will outweigh all his supposed merits, 
and for that one he shall die in his iniquity. 
The doctrine of the prophets is just the same. 
imon «n nuTQinn «?22n 

<* The soul that sinneth it shall die." 
minm !?dd Viy rron inpnso pns iitni 
TTCjy 1TDN iripTS b3 *m ttqos^ yarn rrajy *tow 
«Dn -nD« irwicim bro to« n'Tyoa mnain vh 

!mo* Dl 

<< But when the righteous turneth away 
from his righteousness, and committeth ini- 
quity, and doeth accordhig to all the abomina- 
tions that the wicked man doeth, shall he live ? 
All his righteoustKts titat he hath done ^laU 
not be mentioned: in his trespass that he 
hath trespassed, and in his sin that he hath 
sinned, in them shall he die." (Ezek. xviii. 
20 — 2d.) Whoi one reads this passage, it 
appears as if God had dictated it on purpose to 
contradict the doctrine of the oral law. There is 
here no menticm of weighing merits against sins, 
and no promise that some few extraordinary 
merits may outweigh many sins. On the coo. 
trary, it is distinctly stated, that when the 
righteous man turneth away from his righte- 
ousness, *' All his righteousness that he hath 



done shall not be mentioned." If this be 
true, the doctrine of the oral law is necessarily 
and totally false. But some one may object 
that there is a similar declaration made re- 
specting the wicked. 

rw 'TQtn may n^D« vrwEn tao y)Xff* 'D r^nm 
i mo* i^b 7VTV mTi np^ owjo tws^ Tnprr !d 

• mr TTSXSf 
*' But if the wicked man will turn from all 
his sins that he hath committed, and keep all 
my statutes, and do that which is lawful and 
right, he shall surely live, he shall not die. 
All his transgressions that he hath committed, 
they shall not be mentioned to him, in his 
righteousness that he hat done he shall live." 
But this verse is as strongly against the doc- 
trine o( the oral law as the others already 
cited. In the first place, it does not say, 
that he whose sins exceed his merits is 
wicked, but that he who commits sin is 
wicked. In the second place, it does not say 
that, by causing his merits to exceed his sinn, 
he can become righteous, but by turning 
away " From all his sins that he hath com- 
mitted," and by keeping ^' all my statutes." 
It confirms the doctrine laid down already 
from the law of Moses, that to be righteous 
in the sight of God, a man must commit no 
sin, and keep aU God*s commandments. It 
therefore directly contradicts the oral law, and 
overturns the doctrine that some merits may 
outweigh many sins. 

If more proof be needful, we have it in the 
case of Moses himself. Very few, if any, 
even of the most devoted friends of the oral 
law, can imagine that he has so many merits 
as Aloses his master ; and yet the merits of 
Moses did not outweigh one apparently tri- 
fling transgression. Because of one sin, he 
was sentenced to die with the disobedient 
generation in the wilderness, and not per- 
mitted to enter into the land of Israel. If 
Moses* merits, then, could do nothing foT 
him, how vain must be the hope of others, who 
think that, by abounding in almsgiving and 
good works for ten days, they can turn the 
scale of God*s righteous j udgment ? Neither 
the law nor the prophets know of any inter- 
mediate class between the righteous and the 
wicked. They specify only the two classes, 
the righteous and the wicked. Those who 
fulfil all God^s commandments belong to the 
one, and those who transgress any of God's 
commandments belong to the other. I jet 
every man, then, examine his own heart and 
life, and it will not require much time nor 
trouble to ascertain to which class he belongs. 
A very little reflection will convince him that 
he has been, and is, a transgressor of God*8 
commandments; that he has no merits and 
no righteousness ; and therefore belongs to 
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that doss of whom Moses says, that they are ac- 
cursed. Such a conclusion may appear dread- 
ful, and so it ought to be; but the grand 
question is. Is it true? Let every man ask 
himself, " Have I kept, or do I keep, all 
(iod*s commandments ?** If he can say, Yes, 
then, according to the law of Moses, he is 
righteous, and has the premise of life. But 
if he must say, No, then he is unrighteous, and 
the curse of God is hanging over him, ready 
to descend and destroy him. 

*' Cursed be he that confirmeth not all the 
words of this law to do them. And all the 
people shall say, Amen." (Deut. xxvii. 26.) 
Moses holds out no hope, except to those who 
yield a perfect and universal obedience. 

But some one will reply, if this be true, 
then no man can be accounted righteous, on 
account of his deeds. 

vf}^ iiTQ rvm'' ntt>M p«3 p^ns yn di« *3 

'* For there is not a just man upon earth, 
that doeth good, and sinneth not.*' (Eccles. 
vii. 20.) And this is the truth, no man can 
be justified because of his good works. 
We must renounce all our pride, and appear 
at the bar of God as miserable sinners, look- 
ing only for mercy, and not for payment. 
We must come to the same conclusion as Job 
did— 
D« : ^« D3? «n3M pTJ* rroi p »3 >n3?T D3d« 

'' I know it is so of a truth : but how 
should man be just with God ? If he will 
contend with him, he cannot answer him one 
of a thousand." (Job ix. 2, 3.) Job had no 
idea that his merits exceeded his sins, but 
knew well that if God entered into judgment 
witli him, he could not answer respecting even 
the thousandth part of his transgressions. 
David, the man after God*« own heart, had the 
same conviction, and had, therefore, no wish 
that his merits should be weighed with his 
sins. His prayer was— • 

** Enter not into judgment with thy ser- 
vant : for in thy sight shall no man living be 
justified." (Ps. cxliii. 2.) And when Daniel 
prayed, he did not venture to prefer his peti- 
tions on the score of merits, or to expect an 
answer as the reward of righteousness, but 
cast himself simply on the mercy of God. 
T3d!? i3»3i3nn n^b^Do I3n3« 'i3'mpi2? ^ nb o 

*^ For we do not present our supplications 
before thee for our righteousnesses, but for 
thy great mercies." (Dan. ix. 18.) How, 
then, can the modem Jews hope to stand at 
the tribunal of a heart-scarcliing God, and not 
only escape] condemnation, but obtain a re- 



ward because their merits exceed their sins ? 
Are they more pure than Job, more holy than 
David, more righteous than Daniel ? or were 
those three most holy men mistaken, or igno- 
rant of the way of salvation ? Certain it is 
that there must be some mistake somewhere. 
Either the rabbies were right, and tlien Job, 
David, and Daniel were mistaken, or these 
three men were right, and then the rabbies arc 
fearfully and awfully mistaken. If the law 
requires perfect obedience, and denounces a 
curse against all disobedience, then the former 
were right in deprecating God*s judgment, 
and casting themselves upon his mercy. But 
if the law requires only that a man's merits 
should exceed his sins, and says that all defi- 
ciencies can be made up by almsgiving and 
good works in the ten days between the new 
year and the day of atonement, then they 
were wrong. Job was utterly mistaken when 
he said, *^ How should man be just with 
God ?" for the rabbies say, only be careful 
for the first ten days of the year, and you will 
be just and sealed unto life. David was 
utterly mistaken when he said, ^' In thy sight 
shall no man living be justified ;" for the 
rabbies say that a man's merits may exceed 
his sins, and that such an one is just before 
God. Daniel was mistaken in not offering 
his prayers on the score of righteousness but 
on the plea of mercy. But still, notwith- 
standing the certainty with which the rabbies 
speak, we would rather trust our own salva- 
tion to the word of Closes, of Ezekiel,. of Job, 
David, and Daniel, than to that of the rabbies. 
We would rather kneel as supplicants, than 
claim the reward of our deeds with the rabbies. 
But we cannot pass this subject without 
observing here also how the religion of the 
Rabbies exhibits itself at every turn as a 
religion for the rich and the learned, rather 
than for the poor and laborious class of man. 
kind. It teaches that almsgiving and good 
works, at a certain season of the year, will 
turn the wicked into righteous men, and 
transform the sinner into the saint. So the 
rich sinner puts his hand into his pocket, and 
lavishes his gold to the poor and needy, and 
buys what is wanting to make up his deficit 
of merit. The learned man sets to work at 
his books ; for tlie oral law says :-» 

1333 nVip«? vmm p):^ n"i2?nn bD3 TD^n "jb )^« 
]ViD msDH b3 1333 rmn Ttnbn »"?« rrnn TioVn 
DTip Ttobnn yi'^b mmnD n^b «»aD TiobnntD 

: Dipon ^a mx^V 
'^ Amongst all the commandments, there is 
not one that is equivalent to the study of the 
law. Whereas the study of the law is equi- 
valent to all the commandments : for study 
leads to practice. Therefore, study always 
goes before good deeds." (Hilchoth Talmud 
Torah.) The one with his money therefore, 
and the other with his books, can effect a 
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balance in his favour ; but wbat is to become 
of the poor labouring classes, who have no 
money to buy righteousness, and no time for 
study, which is equivalent to all the other 
commandments ? For them to turn the ba- 
lance is impossible — they have not the means ; 
and therefore, according to the oral law, they 
stand but a poor chance when the final ac- 
count comes to be made up. This of itself 
would prove that the doctrine of the oral law 
cannot be true. God is a righteous judge, 
and he accepts no man*s money and no man*8 
learning. lie takes no bribes, and will not 
wrest the judgment of the poor. The true 
mode, therefore, of appearing just before 
God is some other than that pointed out by 
the oral law, and one according to which the 
poor sinner will stand on equal terms with his 
richer brother. 

There is, however, another point to which 
we wish to direct attention. The oral law 
says, if a man's merits exceed his sins he is 
just and sealed unto life, but if his sins ex- 
ceed his merits, then he is sealed unto death ; 
what then are we to think of all who die in each 
succeeding year ? It is plain that they have 
not been sealed unto life, for then they could 
not have died. Then they were sealed unto 
death ; then we must conclude that their sins 
exceed their merits ; and as all die, then we 
must conclude, further, that all die in their 
sins — that their sins are more than their 
merits ; and so, after all, this Rabbinical doc- 
trine comes to nothing. It tells a man that 
by having his merits greater than his sins, 
he is righteous, and will be sealed unto life, 
and yet, after all his almsgiving and good 
works, he dies like other men, and it turns 
out that be is not a just man, nor even one of 
the intermediate class, but one of the wicked. 
How can any rational man put his faith in 
such a system, which promises a great deal, 
but does not keep its promise? Above all, 
how can he trust his souFs everlasting weL 
fare upon a promise which each successive 
year proves to be false ? Alany an one has 
pass^ into eternity already before the new 
year, and of all such the oral law says they 
have died in their sins. Many more may 
pass into eternity between the new year and 
the day of atonement. If the oral law be 
true, all such belong to the decidedly wicked 
who did not deserve the ten days' grace. 
Their friends and relations must, therefore, 
stamp their memory with the brand of the 



impenitcntly wicked, or if they entertain n 
hope that such persons have not died in their 
sins, they must declare of the oral law that it 
is false. If they would have a promise that 
will not and cannot deceive, let them take up 
the law and the prophets. The reader of this 
paper is still alive, but who can tell how 
soon his turn must come, and come it will, 
and that soon in every case. What consola- 
tion then will he have on his dying bed? 
Will he begin to balance his account of merit 
and sin ? Alas ! there is no use in that. 
If the oral law be true, it was balanced on 
the last day of atonement, and the sins were 
found to outweigh the merits, as his ap- 
proaching death testifies. Where then will 
he flee for refuge or for consolation ? In the 
agony and feebleness of a death-bed hour there 
is no time for doing good works, and po. 
verty may cut off the Rabbinic hope of pur. 
chasing salvation ? In the oral law there is 
no hope. Can he find it, then, in the law of 
Moses ? That law requires perfect and uni- 
versal obedience, and pronounces the sinner 
accursed. As an accursed sinner, then, he 
must stand at the bar of God, unless there be 
some other way and some other hope. When 
Jacob was on his death-bed he had another 
hope. He could say — 

: mrr ^n^ip inr"»ttr!? 
" I have waited for thy salvation, O 
Lord." (Gen. xlix. 18.) Oh ! let the reader 
seek this salvation in time, that when his last 
hour comes, he may be as calm, as happy, 
and as full of hope as his pious forefather. 
He died in a foreign land, but he died happy, 
trusting not in his own righteousness, but in 
the salvation of God. He had learned by 
experience that man cannot deliver himself 
from mere temporal trouble, but that even 
there God is his only refuge and his hope^ 
and still more so in the hour of death and the 
day of judgment. But he had learned also 
to believe in bwiarr ^vhoTt the Angel who had 
redeemed him from all evil, and was per- 
suaded that He would not forsake him in the 
great transition from time to eternity. He 
had not put off the consideration of salvation 
to the last. He could say, ** I have waited 
for thy salvation, O Lord," and therefore 
when the awful moment arrived, he could in 
perfect tranquillity gather his children about 
him, and tell them of Shiloh who was to 
come, and of the salvation which he had 
expected. 
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All who believe in Divine Revelation 
look forward to a great day, when the secrets 
of all hearts shall be revealed, and a rights 
eous sentence pronounced upon all the sons 
of men. The most important thing in the 
world, then, for us to know is the way of ac- 
ceptance with God at that solemn hour. And 
if men are bound as rational beings to ex- 
amine the grounds of their opinions and be- 
lief on other subjects, they must be considered 
as altogether devoid of reason, who do not 
thoroughly examine and weigh the doctrines 
which have been taught them with regard 
to justification at the bar of God. A mbtake 
on other subjects may be endured, but a 
mistake here is fatal and irreparable. What 
will be the horror of those who find that they 
have through their own want of consideration 
been trusting in a delusive hope, and have 
rejected, wilfully rejected, that way of ac- 
ceptance which God has appointed. If there 
be any one point of difference between Jews 
and Christians, which requires profound and 
'attentive consideration, it is this. We Chris- 
tians believe that, on this all-important point, 
the oral law is utterly mistaken, and that all 
who trust their salvation to the hope which 
it holds out, will find themselves awfully 
mistaken if Moses and the Prophets speak 
truth. We have endeavoured to show that 
the hope of justification by merits is contrary 
to the Word of God. But we shall now 
proceed to show that the oral law by this 
doctrine contradicts itself, and that therefore 
it is most unsafe to rest our salvation upon 
any of its operations. In that law, which 
teaches that if a man's merits exceed his sins, 
he is justified, we also find the following pa- 
"rable, intended to explain God's dealings in 
the judgment of the New Year :— 
«i ^b lana vh) iW do ra«mj na^Tob bttso 

rn^ mo ^:h p^ ^b inn^i 'ininp'? nrTon >Vna 

nnv inpn3t?D »3ttjn xof^ nrh wzTt irwnpb T^n 
Tbon jp ' '?3n onb rr3n ^nvn^^ T3?n >3i "jd ihij* 
ni3W paDD«j bvcyxo" i^w nsnon *32 rti'jyn m 
onb -wnQi ]'3ynD o^bnan rf'n nna^ n^xort bD 
•VYI101 ^^TTQ D«3'»3*i D»o' ''1 ' □rrn'i3W ttr'inD 
D*3ynrD tan nmcsn nvi • D^nj^bio >3tt> nnb 

« A parable. There was a certain city, 
which owed tribute to the king, but did not 



pay it, whereupon he came upon it with an 
army to collect it. When he came within 
ten leagues of it, the great men of the city 
went forth to meet him, and said to him. We 
have nothing wherewith to pay thee, so he 
forgave them one-tliird. When he approached 
nearer still, the middle classes of the city went 
forth to meet him, and he forgave them a 
second-third. When he approached still 
nearer, all the population of the city 
went forth to meet him, and he forgave them 
all. The King here is the Holy One, blessed 
be He. The inhabitants of the city are Israel, 
who accumulate sins all the year. On the 
eve of the New Year, the great men fast, and 
one- third of their sins is remitted to them. 
In the ten days, the intermediate class fast, 
and two-thirds are remitted. On the day of 
atonement all fast, and all is remitted to 
them." (Owch Chaiim, 681.) Now this 
representation is quite at variance with the 
doctrine that those are justified whose merits 
exceed their sins. This parable, in the first 
place, represents all as in debt, and secondly, 
that they have nothing to pay, and thirdly, 
that the King foi^ves them freely and for 
nothing. Now this statement is altogether 
contrary to the notion of merit. If a man 
has more merits than sins, and is on that 
score accounted just, he cannot be said to be 
in debt, and he needs no remission. But if 
it be true of the great men as well as the 
middle class, that they are in debt and have 
nothing wherewith to pay, then it is certain 
that they have no merits, and cannot be con- 
sidered as just, but as sinners. Merit and 
forgiveness are as essentially opposed as pay. 
ment and debt. The man who has paid his 
creditor all his demands can have no debt, 
and so the man who has kept God's commands 
so as to have merit, needs not forgiveness. 
But he who has nothing to pay, that is, he 
who has no merits, must either be condemned, 
or he must have a free forgiveness of all ; 
and this the parable says is the case of Israel. 
They have nothing to pay, and God forgives 
them all. Merit is therefore altogether out 
of the question, and if this statement be true, 
then the doctrine of justification by merits is 
false, and therefore the oral law contradicts 
itself. How then can the Israelite trust his 
everlasting welfare to a system at variance 
with itself? 
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The prayers for the New Year are equally 
decisive against the doctrine of justification 
by merits. Out of many passages which deny 
the existence of merit, and assert the necessity 
of a free forgiveness, we cite the following : — 
• D^Dibn 1113? "la^aDb ittJw • D^E3b«i miiTi nrhrrp 

nbN3"i is^nai "iDm nn^DD prw ^3vab tat nDi 
iita "iQN' D« • vm nnnoni rroio pip : iDr 
J V33M1 V!»i VTQ>rm vniTip • vaD*? ^ai^ na 
>po3>i i3^«!Dn b'^srr • m^no ni Q^a^y mrra 
: niM miTD"? isoy rrxwn • niNiirra 
'^ Thousands and ten thousands of congre- 
gations, which have persecuted us and are 
vanished, were not able to justify themselves 
in purity. Lo ! the heavens are not pure in 
his sight, and all the heavenly angels are as 
beaten flax : how then can he that is filtliy 
and abominable be pure ? He gathereth 
riches by deceit ; and working in secret, he 
says in his heart. Who can bear witness 
against me before him ? Even the beams, 
rafters, planks, and stones of his house. O 
Thou who art too pure of sight to view evil, 
sink our sins in the deepest recesses, and 
work the good sign for us." (Prayers for the 
New Year, p. 149.) Here is an express ac- 
knowledgment that the congregations of old 
could not justify themselves by merit, an 
assertion in the words of the Psalm, that all 
men are filthy and abominable, and a 
prayer, not for payment of deserts, but for 
tbi^iveness of sins. If this prayer contain the 
sentiments of truth, and be offered in since- 
rity, then Israel has no merits, and the doc- 
trine, that any man is justified by the super- 
abundance of his merits, is a mere fiction. 
The man who will venture to offer this prayer, 
and yet hope to be saved by his good deeds, 
is a hypocrite, or is not right in his mind. 
Here again, then, the oral law is incon- 
sistent with itself: for here it places the hope 
of salvation not in merit, but in the free and 
undeserved mercy of God. It is the duty of 
every Israelite, therefore, to ascertain which 
of the two ways is in accordance with the de- 
claration of Moses and the Prophets. It is 
impossible that they should both be true. 
The fact appears to be, that the authors of 
the oral law, like all other men, loved the 
honour and glory of personal righteousness, 
and hoped that all those deeds, and fasts, 
and almsgiving, which were so lovely in their 
own eyes, and gained them so much credit 
amongst men, would also be duly acknow- 
ledged at the bar of Ood*s judgment. At 
the same time their conscience was conti- 
nually awakened and terrified by the plain 
declarations of the Word of God, and there- 
fore, to quiet their conscience, they were 
driven even against their wills to acknowledge 
their guilt, and to seek for a quietus. This 
they partly found in the hope of free mercy, 



but partly in inventions of their own. They 
placed no small dependence upon fasting and 
almsgiving, but their troubled conscience was 
not satisfied with these, and they have there- 
fore fled for refuge to observances the most 
trivial, and hopes the most childish. By 
blowing the horn the whole month of Elul, 
they hope to deceive Satan, so that he may 
not know which is the first day of the new 
year, and may not be able to accuse them. 
Tiw tan bi7H n"na ppin imo V'xn i3>pnrT pb 
rraiiun ittjy^tD b>mo* Tmrf? nD wirm tai n3«r» 
: ]icivn nn-Tj?"? nni • noiJi y^i idw »pn* dm '2x0 

'* Therefore our wise men of blessed me- 
mory have ordained that the horn should be 
blown on the first day of the month of Elul 
every year, and during the whole montli, to 
warn Israel to repent, as it is said, ' Shall a 
trumpet be blown in the city, and the people 
not be afraid?' (Amos iii. 6), and also to 
confuse Satan." How can any man of un- 
derstanding believe that a law teaching such 
absurdity is from God ? We are told in Ze- 
chariah and Job, that Satan does accuse the 
people of God ; but how can any one, who 
has been taught by the Word of God, imagine 
that Satan is to be deceived by blowing the 
horn at a wrong time, or that even if he 
did not accuse at all, that God is ignorant 
of man's sins, or that he will judge unjustly 
unless he is reminded by Satan ? In ac- 
cusing sinners, Satan gratifies his own ma- 
lignity, but his accusation is not wanted at 
the bar of God to convict man of sin.< 
When men appear there they will be seen as 
they are. All their transgressions will be as 
visible as is now their bodily presence. The 
eye of God will penetrate every secret recess 
of the soul, and the conscience itself will 
testify and condemn the impenitent. It is 
therefore most absurd and irrational to hope 
to escape by confounding the accuser ; and 
it is to us serious matter of astonishment how 
such an absurdity could have been tolerated 
for so many centuries, and how a people of 
such intellect as the Jews confessedly are, 
should remain the disciples of such senseless 
superstition. 

But the Rabbles expect not only to con. 
found Satan by blowing the horn at the 
wrong time, but to obtain God's mercy by 
blowing it at tlie right time. Thus we are 
told in Vaijikra Rabbah — 

MDDl nttnn Y^ MD3D 1Q1» kOH TTU ttJITpn 

D^omV Y^ mo orr^ "iDim larvb^ Qmoi 

•* At the hour in which Israel take their 
horns, and sound before the Holy One, 
blessed be He, He rises from the throne of 
judgment and sits on the throne of mercy, 
as it is written, * The Lord with the sound 
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of llie trumpet ' (Ps. xlvii. 5) ; and he is 
filled with mercy towards them, and has pity 
upon them, and changes the attribute of 
judgment which was against them into mercy. 
When does this happen? In the seventh 
month." (Vaijikra Rabbah, sect. 29.) This 
then is one of the means whereby the Rabbles 
try to quiet a guilty conscience. If true, it 
would no doubt be very convenient for a 
man who has spent the year in iniquity, 
and who has not repented, and does not in- 
tend to repent, to get rid of all his sins by 
blowing a horn on the new year, and thus 
turning God's wrath into mercy. But it is 
a statement altogether opposed to the Word 
of God, and derogatory to his character for 
mercy and for justice. No mere ceremonial 
act can atone for sin, neither does God need 
the blowing of a horn to remind him of 
mercy. To suppose that such a miserable 
ceremony can stop God in his course of jus- 
tice, and make him reverse his determina- 
tions, is to deprive him of all the attributes 
of Deity, and to represent him as exceeding 
in imbecility the weakest of all the sons of 
men that ever occupied the judgment-seat. 
And yet this most absurd and unscriptural 
hope is not merely a Rabbinic legend, or an 
allegory, but is in the prayers of the syna- 
gogue gravely inserted as a devout petition. 

*n^ pNH »r6«"i D'Dttn >rf7N »n"in« *rr'?N"i v6« 
bMin Ti^yn bwn 3p^ vhw prrs'' tt^« DmiM 
Dnirram D^ttmprr D^DMbon ^b n^niu KYi:m 
D*i!m D'^Dn Dmrr'?«j3 d^dowi D^nniuD d>30«3 

:^nt3rf) naiDon luittjn ^man "jMbon n«i nowi 

DnDD Dnp3« iDittjn ^ n^Dionn w^i^rr Dntn 
^ Q^DiQon p7l2D^ Sramn o^Vnan tDON^Di 
ynfron riNi pinD ndd *3d!? ^ns^n d^Vj^dh inrpn 
wDcne ^vfrarr nwi mmnn ^ naioon bw'WDttj 
tDmrrkjn tD^Doiro tDniT»b p"nt?p ^ n3"»DQn 

D>3Db U7f} D3Dn"i Dn^mi biTw* 'py ^ vhrxn 
p^ym D»om n*TO3 yzi ay an3nni )*Tn m"»tt?D 

The following prayer is said by the person 
who sounds the comet, before he begins : — 
" May it be acceptable hi thy presence, O 
Lord, my God, and the God of my fathers, 
the God of heaven, and the God of the earth ; 
the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and 
the God of Jacob ; the great God, mighty 
and tremendous; to send me the holy and 
pure angels, who are faithful ministers, and 
faithful in their message; and who are de- 
sirous and willing to justify Israel ; and also 
the great angel Patzpatziah, who is appointed 
to present the merits of Israel, when they sound 
the cornet this day ; and likewise the great 
angel Tashbash, who is appointed to declare 



the merits of Israel, and confound Satan with 
their sound of the cornet ; and the great 
princes, who are appointed over the cornet, 
Enkatham and Pastam ; and the great angels, 
Hadarniel and Sandalphon, who are appointed 
over our sounding, who introduce our sound- 
ing before the throne of thy glory ; and also 
the angel Shamshiel, who is appointed over 
the joyful sound ; and the angel Prasta, who 
is appointed to superintend p^'^O^p, that they 
may all be expeditious in their errand; lo 
introduce our soundings before the veil, and 
before the throne of thy glory ; and mayest 
thou be filled with mercy over thy people 
Israel ; and lead us within the temperate line 
of strict justice ; and conduct thyself towards 
thy children, with the attribute of mercy, and 
suffer our soundings to ascend before tl]e 
throne of thy glory." (Prayers for the New 
Year, p. 81.) Here, then, we have, in the 
language of solemn prayer, the very same 
monstrous doctrine, that the sounding of the 
cornet on the new year can change God^s de- 
terminations ; and we have it in even a more 
objectionable form, for it is connected with 
other most unscriptural superstitions. This 
prayer asserts, what is nowhere found in holy 
Scripture, that there is a certain number of 
angels whose express office it is to superin- 
tend the blowing of the horn, and to hear the 
soundings thereof before the throne of God, 
and at the same time to advocate their merits. 
In the first place, this is a pure invention, and 
a fond superstition. In the Word of God, 
not one word is mentioned of any thing of the 
kind. We should be sorry to treat any reli- 
gious tenet of any people, but expecially of 
the Jews, with ridicule, but we cannot help 
asking the good sense of every reader, whether 
the representation here given is not in the 
highest degree ridiculous ? The angels are 
to be sent down from heaven. For what pur- 
pose ? Is it to warn men of the impending 
wrath of God, or to announce the coming re- 
demption of Israel, or to execute God's judg- 
ments? No, but to attend to the blowing of 
a ram's horn, and to carry up the sounds 
before the throne of God, that they may turn 
his attribute of judgment into that of mercy. 
Is it necessary, then, for the angels to inter- 
fere in this matter ? cannot God hear the 
sounding of the cornet, unless it be conveyed 
to him by angels ? or do the movings of his 
compassion depend upon the blowing of a 
comet? What would Elijah have said to 
such doctrine as this ? When the priests of 
Baal only cried aloud, he mocked them, and 
said, '^ Cry aloud, for he is a God ; either he 
is talking, or he is pursuing, or he is on a 
journey, or peradventure he sleepeth, and 
must be awaked." (1 Kings xviii. 27-) And 
yet the priests of Baal were not sounding^ a 
cornet, that they might rouse their pretended 
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Deity to compassion. If we bad not read this 
prayer with our own eyes, we could scarcely 
have believed that even Rabbinism itself could 
have fallen into such manifest absurdity. But 
the subject is far too grave to be treated with 
levity. Upon this absurdity, the rabbies 
teach Israd to rest their hope of salvation. 
Conscious that the hope of justification by 
merit is fallacious, and yet unwilling to give 
up what is so palatable to the pride of man, 
they seek about to find something that will 
compensate for the deficiency, and in the 
eagerness of desperation grasp at any thing. 
The trivial ceremony of blowing the comet 
was therefore turned into a mystery, and a 
suitable apparatus of angels invented to meet 
the apprehensions of the superstitious and 
unenlightened, and in some degree to take off 
the apparent irrationality of believing that an 
act so insignificant should effect a change so 
great in the purposes of the Almighty. But 
whatever was the motive or the origin of this 
fable, there it now stands in the prayers of 
the sjrnagogue, to lead the ignorant away 
from the true means of justification, and the 
true ideas of Ood*8 justice and God's judg- 
ment. Let no man say it is an innocent 
error. No error is innocent. Error in every 
form is pernicious ; in religion it is deadly. 
And the most mischievous of all religious 
errors are those which confirm men in the 
idea, that external ceremonies will atone 
for moral delinquencies; and this is pre- 
cisely the tendency of the fable here no- 
ticed. An ignorant and superstitious man, 
and there are many such in every reli- 
gion, finds in his Prayer-book that the 
blowing of the comet can change the 
attribute of judgment into the attribute of 
mercy ; he believes it to be true, not 
only because of the book where he finds 
it, but because every man is glad to hear of 
a way of acceptance, which will save the 
trouble of repentance and thorough change 
of heart and life. He therefore perseveres 
through the year in the practice of those 
things which his heart condemns, trusting 
that the blowing of the cornet will set aU 
straight, and thus he goes on from year to 



year until death overtake him hardened and 
impenitent, and he finds too late at the bar 
of Ood, that he has been in fatal error. Upon 
whom then will the guilt of such person's 
destruction be charged ? Not only upon those 
who invented the falsehood, but on those also 
who sanction it, who leave it in the Prayer- 
book, and thus practically teach the people 
superstition. Every Jew who attends the 
worship of the synagogue is responsible in his 
station and calling, for the error and falsehood 
which its prayers propagate amongst the peo- 
ple. But at all events every person who disbe- 
lieves this story of the angels carrying up the 
sounding of the comet, must grant that a sys- 
tem teaching such a method of salvation is 
very unsafe ; and that, as it grossly errs in 
this one article, it is suspicious in all. But 
besides the absurdity of this doctrine, we must 
notice its inconsistency. The Prayer-book 
states that the blowing of the comet is neces- 
sary to the procuring of pardon ; it therefore 
implies that pardon is necessary, and therefore 
that Israel is guilty ; what, then, becomes of 
merits ? If Israel can be justified by merits, 
the blowing of the cornet is superfluous ; for, 
in (hat case, all they want is justice. Where 
a man can claim salvation because of all his 
good deeds, he need not fear the attribute of 
righteousness, pn niD, and does not want the 
attribute of mercy. But the moment that he 
acknowledges his need of forgiveness, he con- 
confesses that he has no merits. If, therefore, 
the Prayer-book be right in acknowledging 
sin and praying for pardon, the oral law is 
wrong in teaching justification by merits. 
One contradicts the other, and therefore they 
cannot both be from God ; and the man who 
believes both is guilty of renouncing his 
reason. But the man who tmsts his salvation 
to a system so inconsistent with itself, is ut- 
terly devoid of wisdom. He is hazarding his 
eternal welfare on the testimony of a witness 
who contradicts himself; who says J at one 
time, that a man can be saved by his merits, 
and at another time that he has no merits 
that can stand the scrutiny of God's righteous 
judgment. 
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The doctrine of justification by merits is 
agreeable, and seems very reasonable, so long 
as a man can theorise, that is, so long as 
he is not in earnest. But so soon as the pros- 
pect of death, or any other similar circum- 
stance, compels him to realise the act of divine 
judgment upon himself, it loses all its beauty 
and plausibility ; the conscience is unsatisfied 
by its consolations, and reason pronounces 
that the hope built on merits is insecure. A 
solemn and earnest review of our past years 
soon convinces, that our good deeds are but 
few, that our best deeds are defiled by mixed 
motives ; and, above all, that the love of God 
has not been the hearths dominant principle, 
and that, therefore, some other mode of justi- 
fication is absolutely necessary. The truth 
of this statement is confirmed by the incon- 
sistency of the oral law with itself. The great 
principle of the oral law is, that the observ- 
ance of any one of its commands, purchases a 
certain quantity of merit, and that an accu- 
mulation of these merits will, at last, con- 
stitute a sufi[iciency; but when the solemn 
season of the New Year and the Day of 
Atonement arrives, this sufiiciency is found 
to be insufiScient, and the alarmed conscience 
eagerly looks round to find something, that 
may compensate for the deficiency of merit. 
We have already noticed some of the rabbinic 
inventions for this purpose, and now proceed to 
consider another, and that is, ike merit of their 
progenitors* One of the main props of rab- 
binic hope is the righteousness of their fore- 
fathers, as may be seen almost on every page 
of the Jewish Prayer-book, and as is apparent 
in the following extracts :— 

D*3wn yp^ rwDii • mpann n«« mn n»p 
To« D*T5J3i ]tn I mptt? «Vi niitwD whm mpinaD 
pnsn • DV mi Mptimo nv:p9 «jb«n • di^td ifm^ 

J DVM ■j'VnrTD DnpTSi 

*' She who was sorrowful when barren, was 
made to rejoice with good tidings when ninety 
years of age ; she then sent forth shoots that 
failed not. Regard the merit of your an- 
cestors who were bom on this day, and the 
three barren ones, who were visited on this 
day : justify, through their righteousness, 
those who hope in thee, O Thou, who art tre- 
mendous." (Levi's Prayer for the New 
Year, p. 6K) 

And again — 
• mpvh u\rf) !d i>o»Mn • rmpD dv Wt n« 
is\n I mpio Vw TO'b D3n • rmp»b "pa in o^a 



yra DTpi mmo • amn -nij niwroa nr • 12m 
nD DivD inao : a2?rran ta vb9 arrb • ism 
nvn m« rronD • n3« urffvrh to^^nr^ 12?: m'mi 
rrmD ■)2j'nD : towi «jmi ma vzth iiai? • nDttnuj^ 
'\'oyrrv oaiai bip • dv« oa »:d Dn32? • dv ma 
7vb9 D^yyvm i dvtd misd"? 3>nn^ n^yr\ • ditd 
D'DiDn • rnpttjb mn^T pnba d^omi® • mpDnb na 
: rnpD3 "ta •>«« "wn • rrrpJ^ tw puia 
'•'• The fearful day of visitation is come, its 
dread goads all flesh ; they present themselves 
with bended knees; O may their repentance 
be accounted as a bumt-ofFering. Thou who 
hast formed them judgcst all their thoughts : 
the rich and poor are all weighed in the 
balance; remember the merit of him who 
said, ^ Shall he not do justice ? ' O, re- 
member the tenor of his prayer in judgment. 
Ere ought was created, didst thou purpose 
to ordain him the rock from whence the nation 
was to spring ; he was as the centre, the sup- 
port of all creatures. His wife was on this 
day endued with youth, to cause the branch to 
put forth at ninety years of age ; she was 
appointed as a sign to those who are likened 
to the rose, who are to pass before thee in 
judgment on this New Year's-day. Her pos- 
terity tremble this day, when they stand before 
thy terrible throne ; they utter the voice of 
prayer this day ; they assemble to sound the 
cornet, that they may obtain redemption. 
They depend on her merit to be visited like 
her ; their assemblies cry aloud and hasten to 
enter into thy doors. They depend on the 
ashes of him who was bound as a lamb,* 
with whom she was visited in the month 
Tishri." (Ibid., p. 67.) The offering of 
Isaac is regarded as particularly meritorious, 
and constantly urged as a plea for merit. 
Thus— 

naran »aa i$ Tiasn prTS* V® "inDwa ^nom 
J "pnT Vtt? y^ D1TT inipy m^ -nan 

'' Attentively view the ashes of Isaac, 
heaped upon the altar; *)* and remember this 
day unto his seed, his being bound on the 
altar.*' (Ibid., p. 81.) And again — 

yDi u>TOxoi • irw rm a« npisa D>aioD 
: Tn« aM "i«rai ona DTroaiQ • irr\n\ yrv 
*' They depend on the righteousness of the 

* Isaac. 

t " Allnding to Isaac's being boand ; and thas 
considered as if he had been offered, and his body 
burnt to ashes on the altar." (Levi's note.) 
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first patriarch, and rest on the merit of the 
only peculiar Son, and are secure in the per- 
fection and rectitude of the father of the 
nation." (Ibid., p. 105.) 

These passages show plainly that, after all, 
the rabbies felt their own doctrine of justifica- 
tion by merits very unsafe ground on which 
to build their hope of salvation ; and that they 
were glad to flee to merits more adequate, 
which they hoped to find in the righteousness 
of their ancestors. The modem Jews, who 
still adopt these prayers, profess to entertain 
the same hope, and we therefore proceed to 
inquire, whether it be built on a better foun- 
dation than that which they are compelled to 
relinquish. We think that it is not ; for, in 
the first place, the saints of old, Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, though we revere them as 
pious and holy men, were after all only sinful 
men like ourselves. They did not, and could 
not, save themselves by their own righteous- 
ness, and if they did not save themselves, it is 
folly to think that they can save us. Abra- 
ham, though by the grace of God the father 
of the faithful, was yet in himself so weak 
in faith, and so distrustful of the goodness and 
mercy of God, as to endeavour to save himself 
from the Egyptians by means of a deliberate 
falsehood. Sarah had so little faith as to 
laugh within herself at the promise of God, 
and then to defend herself by a lie. Isaac 
was guilty of similar conduct, and Jacob*s sin 
in deceiving his brother plainly shows, that he 
also was a poor sinful creature. Where then 
are their superabundant merits, whereby they 
are to justify all their posterity ? The Word 
of God says expressly, — 

J iiDD DT^w p vh ©*« mD» mD vh n« 

'' No man can by any means redeem his 
brother, nor give to God a ransom for him." 
(Ps. xlix. 8.) How then are these three men 
to redeem all their posterity? If they have 
got merit§ sufficient to compensate for the un> 
righteousness of their children, then they have 
a ransom ; and then the Word of God, which 
says that no man has a ransom, is not true. 
But if the words of the Psalm be true, and he 
is no Jew who thinks them false, then the 
patriarchs have no superabundant merits, and 
no ransom to dfer for their children, and then 
the hope built on their righteousness is deceit- 
ful, and those that lean on it will find them- 
selves mistaken in the hour of judgment 
Nay, more, they will find themselves accursed 
for departing from the Lord. He that trusts 
in the righteousness of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, to deliver him from the wrath to come, 
is evidently trusting in man, and making flesh 
his arm. If the merits of the patriarchs can 
save their children from the wrath of God, 
then God is not the Saviour of Israel, but the 
patriarchs are Israel's redeemers, and poor 
mortal men are their hope and their trust: 
but the Prophet says,— 



pi ism -non d*oi mwi ntcn* it:« n^sn m-w 

: m*? "iiD* mrr 
** Cursed be the man that trusteth in man, 
and maketh flesh his arm, and whose heart 
departeth from the Lord." (Jer. xvii. 5.) So 
far, then, from being secure by trusting in the 
righteousness of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
this trust increases the sinner's guilt, and draws 
down upon him a double curse. But it has 
pleased God himself to argue this question at 
large with the Jews, to suppose the case of a 
righteous father who has an unrighteous son, 
and to declare that the son cannot be saved by 
the righteousness of the father. In the Pro- 
phet Ezekiel, God says, '^ If a man be just, 

and do that which is lawful and right 

he is just, he shall surely live, saith the Lord 
God. If he beget a son that is a robber, a 
shedder of blood, and that doeth the like to 
any of these things, and that doeth not any of 
those duties, but even hath eaten upon the 
mountains, and defiled his neighbour's wife, 
hath oppressed the poor and needy, hath 
spoiled by violence, hath not restored the 
pledge, and hath lifted up his eyes to the idols, 
hath committed abomination, hath given forth 
upon usury, and hath taken increase : shall he 
then live ? he shall not live : he hath done all 
these abominations ; he shall surely die ; his 
blood shall be upon him." (Ezek. xviii. 5 — 
13.) Here God sets the matter at rest, and 
decides that the righteousness of a father is of 
no use to an unrighteous son, and cannot de- 
liver him from the punishment due to his evil 
deeds. The doctrine, then, of justification by 
the merits of ancestors, is directly opposed to 
the plain declaration of God himsdf, and, 
therefore, in this case also the Jewish Prayers 
and the oral law teach error, and seduce the 
Jews to their everlasting destruction, by teach- 
ing them to trust in that which can do them 
no good. It is an awful and melancholy 
spectacle to see God's ancient people thus mis- 
led. At this season of the year, the devout 
amongst them endeavour to turn to God, fast 
and pray, and yet neither the one nor the other 
is accepted, because they put their trust in the 
merits of men, and their heart is turned away 
from God their Saviour. The prayers of the 
Synagogue, instead of drawing down a bless- 
ing, only help to accumulate wrath, by se- 
ducing Uiem from the Redeemer of Israel to 
refuges of lies. And hence it happens that all 
th9 fasts and the prayers of Israel for these 
seventeen centuries have been disregarded by 
Ood, and that Israel still continues in captivity. 
But as every lie and every error is built upon 
some truth as its foundation, it will be well to 
inquire what truth it was that gave rise to this 
error of justification by the merits of ances- 
tors? The principle is, that the guilty may 
be saved by the merits of another person^ tvho 
is righteous: how, then, did this principle 
become current among the Jews ? It was cer- 
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tainly not the invention of human reason, for 
reason can discover no necessary connexion 
between the merits of one righteous man and 
the pardon of another who is guilty. The 
principle does not hold in the ordinary judicial 
proceedings of this world : a robber or a mur. 
derer is not and cannot be pardoned because 
another member of the community, or of his 
family, is a good and righteous man. We 
must therefore look elsewhere for the origin of 
the principle, and we find it in the revealed 
will of God. We see it in the appointment 
of sacrifice and atonement, according to which 
a guilty man was pardoned by the suffering 
of an innocent animal. Here is at once the 
principle of substitution of the innocent for the 
guilty; and human reason, when it once has 
the substratum, can easily proceed to erect the 
superstructure. In the present case it natur. 
ally argued, if the death of one of the brute 
creation could effect so much, how much more 
would the merits of a righteous man avail, if 
such an one could be found ? The error, then, 
is not in the principle, but in its application. 
According to the Scripture, it is true that the 
innocent may be substituted for the guilty; 
but the rabbies were wrong in applying this 
truth to the case of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, 
and other men, who were only sinners as them- 
selves. The Word of God, which gave the 
principle, also directs us to the right applica- 
tion. It tells us of one for whose righteous- 
ness* sake the Lord will forgive sin. 
; yivn min bnx* ^pl^ p?Db yen mrr 
'^ The Lord is well pleased for his righteous- 
ness' sake ; he will magnify the law and make 
it honourable." (Isaiah xlii. 21.) Who, 
then, is this person ? The preceding verses 
tell us that it is the servant of the Lord. 
Who, then, is the servant of the Lord ? 
Kimchi says, on this verse, that the servant of 
the Lord is the prophet ; but this cannot pos- 
sibly be true, for the prophet was not righte- 
ous, but a sinner, as heliiniself tells us in the 
sixth chapter — '* I am a man of unclean lips." 
The servant mentioned in the nineteenth verse 
is the same person as he who is called ^^ My 
servant" in the first verse of the chapter — 
^^ Behold my servant, whom I uphold, mine 
elect, in whom my soul delighteth: I have 
put my Spirit upon him : he shall bring forth 
judgment to the Gentiles." But here Kimchi 
says, — 

<* This is the King Messiah, as we have in- 
terpretcd." If then, in the first verse, ^^ The 
servant of the Lord" means the Messiah, it 
must mean the same through the chapter, and 
the Messiah is the person for whose righteous- 
ness' sake the Lord is well pleased. 

This same prophet tells us again, concerning 
this servant,-— 
Kin n^i^:^y\ u*y^b nay p^n^ pns> irwia 



*' By his knowledge shall my righteous 
servant justify many ; for he shall bear their 
iniquities." (Isa. liiL 11.) That the Messiah 
is here intended no Jew can doubt, who uses 
the Synagogue prayers; for on the day of 
atonement and at the Passover this chap- 
ter is applied to him.* Here, then, it is ex- 
pressly stated, that the Messiah, by his righ- 
teousness, shall justify the guilty. And, 
therefore, the prophet calls the Messiah 
i3pT2 mrr " The Lord our Righteous. 
KESS." (Jer. xxiiL 6.) That the Messiah 
is here intended there can be no doubt, for he 
is described as ^' the righteous branch " of 
David, and thus all the commentators explain 
it. In these three passages, then, of the 
Word of God, sinners are pointed to the Mes- 
siah as their hope and their righteousness. 
He is God's righteous servant, and his suffer- 
ings and his merits are all-sufficient to do 
that which Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob cannot 
do. The great mistake of the oral law is to 
point to wrong persons, who have no righte- 
ousness, and almost totally to pass by Him 
whom God hath set forth as the hope of 
sinners. But it may here be asked, if Mes- 
siah be a man, how can he have merits more 
than Abraham, or any other of the children of 
Adam? The answer is, that tliough very 
man, he is not a sinful man as we are, neither 
is he a mere man. If he were a man like us, 
he could have no merits, and therefore could 
not justify us any more than we could jus- 
tify him. The declaration, therefore, that he 
is the Lord's righteous servant, and that he 
is appointed for the justification of sinners, ne- 
cessarily implies that he is more than a man, 
and the title given him by the Prophet Jere- 
miah puts this beyond doubt. Jeremiah calls 
him by the incommunicable name of God 
mrr, concerning which God himself says~> 
j|n« vh in«b miDi n^t? v(\n mrr >3« 
'^ I am the Lord : that is my name, and m y 
glory will I not give to another." (IsaL xliL 
8.) If then mrr be the name of God, then 
that Being who is called by that holy name 
must be God. Some of the modem rabbies 
reply, that this holy name is also given to the 
city of Jerusalem, both by Jeremiah and Eze- 
kid. But even if we admit this, still this is 
no answer to our argument. There is no fear 
that a city which, however great or noble, is 
only a mass of stones and mortar, should be 
mistaken for the living God, the Creator of 
the Universe. When, therefore, the name of 
God is attributed to the city, God's honour is 
not given to it. But when we are told of the 
Messiah, first that he is righteous, secondly 
that his righteousness is so great as to justify 
the guilty, and lastly that his name is mrp, 
"The Lord our Righteousness;" that is, 

* See the Machsor for the Day of Atonement, in 
♦n'tt?>rQ »:DbD Wi and for the Passover, in rra 
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when we sec that the attributes and the name 
of God are attributed to him, then we must 
conclude either that he is God, or that God 
has done what he has declared that he would 
not do, and given his honour to another. 
Righteousness is the attribute of God alone, 
and so Daniel says— 
{ mn DV3 D^iD mna ^:h^ npism >:i« '^ 
**• O Lord, righteousness belongeth unto thee, 
but unto us confusion of faces, as at this day.** 
(Dan. ix. 7*) But, in the above passages, 
righteousness is said to belong to the Messiah, 
and that in such an immeasurable degree as to 
be sufficient to justify the guilty sons of men ; 
if then he have this attribute of God, he must 
also have the nature of God. Again, an- 
other prophet says, that of God men will say 
that they iiave righteousness in him — 
: nn n^pl^ -idw >•? mm *]« 
*^ Surely shall one say, in the Lord have I 
righteousness and strength.'* (Isa. xlv. 24.) 
And again — 

J bbntr Tn ba ib'nnn ip^r mm 
^* In the Lord shall all the seed of Israel be 
justified, and shall glory.** Here it is said 
that God is our righteousness, and that in Him 
we shall be justified; but in the passages 
quoted above, it is said that Messiah is our 
Righteousness, and that in Him we shall be 
justified ; the person then intended in these 
different passages must be one and identical. 
Thus the difficulties are all removed, and we 
have one in whose righteousness we may 
safely trust, without making ourselves liable 
to the curse denounced against those who put 
their trust In sinful men. This is the Chris- 
tian*s hope. Many Jews think, and speak 
and argue too, as if Christians had departed 
from the living God and put their trust in a 
man ; but that of which they accuse us, they 
have done themselves. We have not de. 
parted from the living God. Our hope and 
trust and confidence is in I3jr« mm, The 
Lord our Righteousness. You have de- 
parted from the Lord, for in your prayers you 
say that your hope and trust is in the merits of 
sinful men. Our confidence is based upon 
the Word of God, and your hope is taught 
you by the rabbles, who are fallible men. 
Your doctrine is the doctrine of men, and 
your hope is in the merits of men. You have, 
therefore, doubly departed from God, both 
from his word and his righteousness. Our 
desire is that you would return to Him, not to 
us, — to his word, and not to ours. You have 
no merits more than we have. Your forefa- 
thers have no more than either of us, and the 
blowing of a ram*s horn is but a poor founda- 
tion on which to build our hope of salvation ; 
and yet these are the things on which your 



rabbles have taught you to depend. Examine 
your prayers, and compare them with the 
Word of God, and you will find, that as lon^ 
as the Jewish nation continues to offer such 
petitions, their cry cannot be heard ; and that 
if they wish for salvation, they must forsake 
their arm of fiesh, and return to Him who 
was the hope of their fathers. 

It was not by his own merits, nor the merits 
of his forefathers, nor by any ceremonial ob> 
servance, that Abraham was justified, but by 
faith in the Lord, mm, as it is written,— 
: TtpTT^ ^b ratjmi mmn pD«m 

'^ And he believed in the Lord, and it was 
counted to him for righteousness.** (Gen. xv. 
6.) David the King did not expect to be for. 
given and justified on account of Abraham *8 
or his other ancestors* merits ; neither did he 
say, Blessed is the man who puts his trust in 
the righteousness of the patriarchs, but 

ittjm Mb DTN nttj« : rwion >td3 swd ntt?3 ni2»« 

: mDi ^Trra yw py ^b mm 

"Blessed is he whose transgression is for- 
given, whose sin is covered. Blessed is the 
man unto whom the Lord imputeth not ini. 
quity, and in whose spirit there is no guile.** 
(Ps. xxxiL 1.) Every one, then, who desires 
to have this blessing, must renounce all pre- 
tensions to merit, and acknowledge himself a 
sinner needing forgiveness; and for this for- 
giveness he must look not to anything that 
man has done, or can do, but to the mercy of 
God in passing by transgression and sin. 
And therefore the Prophet Habakkuk lays it 
down as a general rule — 

: mn* inaiowa jm?i 

" The just shaU Uve by his faith.** (Ha- 
bak. ii. 4.) This is the scriptural mode of 
justification, and this the hope of Abraham, 
David, and Habakkuk. Will the Jews, then, 
cast in their lot with their father Abraham, 
and trust to that way of justification in which 
he walked ? or will they refuse to be justi- 
fied as he was, and still persist in following 
the inventions of men, which are not even 
consistent with themselves ? If the oral law 
pointed out one way of justification, and then 
consistently adhered to it, there would at least 
be an appearance of reason in following its 
directions. But it points out two ways as 
opposite as east and west. It says a man may 
be justified by his own merits, and then it tells 
him he is to be justified by the merits of an- 
other. Both cannot possibly be true. It is 
the duty, then, of every man earnestly to in- 
quire which is the true way of salvation, and 
to decide, whether he is to be saved by his 
own merits, or the merits of his forefathers, or 
the merits of " The Lord our Righte- 
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The law and the prophets both abound 
with plain declarations entirely subversive of 
the Rabbinic doctrine of human merit. But 
it has pleased God, besides these plain and 
repeated declarations, to ordain a public and 
solemn act to instruct even the most ignorant, 
and to convince the most obstinate, that by 
human merit there is no salvation. He com- 
manded that, once every year, an atonement 
should be made by the high-priest, for him- 
self, and for all the people of every class and 
degree. 

'< And he shall make an atonement for the 
holy sanctuary, and he shall make an atone- 
ment for the tabernacle of the congregation, 
and for the altar ; and he shall make an atone- 
ment for the priests, and for all the people of 
the congregation." (Levit. xvi. 33.) Now, 
this ordinance implies, thut all Israel, the 
high-priest, the priests, and the people, are all 
sinners, all need an atonement; and, there- 
fore, utterly annihilates all idea of justification 
by merits. If Israel could have been justi. 
fied either by their own merits, or by the 
merits of their forefathers, the solemn act of 
annual atonement would have been super- 
fluous. But if this atonement be necessary, 
—and if it were not, why did God appoint it 
— then there is no room for the assertion of 
human merits. But the truth is, as we have 
already seen, that the rabbies felt that their 
doctrine was insufficient to quiet the awakened 
conscience, and gladly fled to any refuge that 
they could discover ; it is no wonder then that 
they have clung with uncommon tenacity to the 
shadow of that hope that was held out in the 
law of Moses. In spite of their doctrine of 
merit, they are glad to have even the appear- 
ance of a day of atonement to reconcile them 
to the Almighty. It is true they have no 
high-priest and no sacrifice, yet so convinced 
are they of the need of an atonement, that 
rather than confess that they have absolutely 
none, they teach that repentance and the day 
itself will atone for all sin. 

b^ "» nnc^o niwnn mwn «b« □«? ]^« moa 
n3"nrwi niiion minn vd» b3 ytn iVdn niTayn 
TCDTt nrtn 'roicv irtno "qt dw ^b p^DiD ]>» 
Dv bttj "tDsyi i3wra iiiiD Dva m bwy vb 
i^y mn cvi ^3 now© D*au?b iddq nniDDn 



" At this time, when there is no temple, 
and we have no altar, there is no atonement but 
repentance. Repentance atones for all trans- 
gressions, yea, though a man be wicked all 
his days, and repent at last, none of his 
wickedness is mentioned to him, for it is said, 
^ As for the wickedness of the wicked, he 
shall not fall thereby, in the day that he 
turneth from his wickedness.' (Ezek. xxxiii. 
12.) The day of atonement itself also atones 
for them that repent, for it is said, < For on 
that day he shall make an atonement for \ou.* 
licv. xvi. 30." (Hilchoth T'shuvah, c. i. 2.) 
This is the last refuge of Jewish hope, and 
we, therefore, propose to consider, whether it 
is a refuge on which a reasonable man may 
hazard his hope of salvation ? No man of 
sense would hazard his life or his property 
upon a statement, of which one part contra- 
dicted the other ; and such is the statement 
which we have just read. It first tells us, that 
in this present time '^ There is no atonement 
but repentance," and that *' Repentance 
atones for all transgressions,*' and yet, imme- 
diately after, it adds, that "The day of 
atonement itself atones for them that repent." 
Now the latter assertion contradicts the former.. 
If the, day of atonement, as is here asserted, 
be necessary to atone for the penitent, then it 
is not true, that repentance atones for all sins. 
But if repentance atone for all sins, then when 
a man repents, his sins are forgiven, and then 
the day of atonement is not necessary. There 
is here, therefore, a palpable contradiction, 
and it cannot be safe to trust to a hope at 
variance with itself. But, secondly, as the 
two parts of which this statement is composed, 
contradict each other, so each of them is con- 
trary to the law of Moses. The first of them 
is, that " Repentance atones for all trans- 
gressions ; " but if so, then the atonement 
prescribed by Moses is useless, in fact, it is 
no atonement at all. Moses says, that the 
two goats were appointed by God for the 
atonement, but here it is said, that repent* 
ance is, in itself, sufficient. If this be true, 
if repentance ton now atone for sins, without 
any sacrifice, why did Moses appoint such an 
useless, and even cruel rite, as the taking 
away the lives of poor innocent animals ? If 
repentance be sufficient now, it was sufficient 
always, and then it follows, that God com- 
manded what was useless. But if the appoint- 
ment, the slaying of one goat, and the sending 
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the other, laden with the sins of the people, 
into the wilderness, was necessary formerly to 
procure forgiveness of sins, it must be equally 
necessary now : unless the rabbies will take 
upon them to assert, that God is an arbitrary 
and changeable master, who, to forgive sins, 
at one time requires, what at another time he 
does not require. That the slaying of one goat, 
and the sending away of the other was once 
absolutely necessary, no man can deny. 
Moses prescribes it so plainly, that if there 
be one thing more plain than another, it is 
this, that when the Jews were in their own 
land, repentance was not a sufficient atone- 
ment for sins. Indeed, Rambam himself 
says, 

wwi '\ysw p pin lay® ]*i irniDnm ni:^ 
TS1D1 -jD3nQ ban ib Tm vfro ]*i ib rTirro ]'i 

'* The goat that was sent away atoned for 
all the transgressions mentioned in the law, 
whether light or grave. Whether a man 
transgressed presumptuously or ignorantly, 
conhciously or inconf^clously, all was atoned 
for by the goat that was sent away, if a man 
repented. But if a man did not repent, then 
the goat atoned only for the light offences." 
(Hilchoih T'shuvah, ibid.) We do not 
agree with the whole of this doctrine, but we 
cite it to show, that formerly repentance was 
not a sufficient atonement for sins, but that 
besides repentance, the goat, as appointed by 
Ood, was also necessary. And we infer, 
that as an atonement, besides repentance, was 
once necessary, it is necessary still, unless the 
rabbies will affirm that God has changed his 
mind, and abrogated the law of Moses. If 
repentance without any atonement be now 
sufficient to procure forgiveness of sin, then, 
beyond all doubt, the law of Aloses is ab- 
rogated or changed. If the law of Moses be 
not abrogated and not changed, then repent, 
ance alone cannot atone for sins ; and, there- 
fore, this assertion of the oral law is false. 

But the oral law endeavours to prove its 
assertion, by a citation from Ezekiel, '* As 
for the wickedness of the wicked, he shall not 
fall thereby in the day that he turneth from 
his wickedness." And it might be. further 
urged, thit Ezekiel here mentions repentance 
only, and omits all notice of sacrifice and the 
day of atonement. But the answer is easy. 
Either Ezekiel meant, in this declaration, to 
repeal the law of Moses, or he did not. If 
he meant to repeal the law of Moses, then the 
law is repealed, and a new way of obtaining 
forgiveness, not taught by Moses, has been 
introduced, and then the whole Jewish nation 
is, on their own showing, palpably in the 
wrong in adhering to that which is repealed. 
But if he did not mean to repeal the law of 



Moses, then he made this assertion with that 
implied restriction which the law of Aloses 
required ; that is, he implied the necessity of 
sacrifice: and then this passage does not 
prove what the oral law asserts, out in every 
case, this first assertion is contrary to the law 
of Moses. 

It b, however, evident, that the rabbies 
themselves were dissatisfied with their own 
assertion, for they immediately add to it a 
second, '^ That the day of atonement itself 
atones for them that repent, as it is said, 
' For on that day he shall make an atonement 
for you.' " Notwithstanding the confidence 
of their assertion about repentance, they did 
not feel easy without some appearance of an 
atonement, and as they had no priest and no 
victim, they say, that the day itself atones, 
and endeavour to prove this assertion by 
a citation from Aloses. But, unfortunately, 
this citation entirely overthrows their assertion. 
Moses does not say, 

• D3»b3? itiy mn di^ 

^' This day will atone for you," but he says, 

• DD^ '^y mn nvn 

'^ On that day he (the priest) shall atone for 
you." Aloses ascribes no virtue whatever to 
the day itself, but only to the riles on that 
day to be observed, and the person by whom 
they were performed. Aloses prescribes, first, 
a high-priest ; secondly, a goat, whose blood 
was brought into the Holy of holies; and 
thirdly, a goat to be sent away : so that 
where these three are wanting, nay, where 
any one of the three is wanting, the conditions 
prescribed by Aloses are not fulfilled, and 
there is, therefore, no atonement. Without 
these three things the day itself has no virtue, 
and is nothing different from the commonest 
day in the year ; and now, therefore, as they 
are all wanting, Israel has no atonement. 
The assertion about the day itself, is a mere 
invention of the rabbies, the only value of 
which is to show how deeply they felt the 
insufficiency of repentance, and the necessity 
of a real atonement, in order to procure re- 
mission of sins. 

But the rabbies always betray themselves 
by adding something to make up for the de- 
ficiency, of which they are sensible. We have 
seen this in their assertion about merits, 
and so we find it here in their assertion about 
atonement. They assert, that "• The day of 
atonement itself atones for the penitent," but 
in spite of this, they have felt the need of 
something more, which would a little better 
resemble real sacrificial atonement ; and hence 
has arisen the custom of sacrificing a cock on 
the eve of that solemn day. The following 
account of this custom is given in the nbnj? 
noVt?, of which we have before us an edition 
published at Brcslau, so late as the year 1830; 
and it is selected, partly on account of its 
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recent publication, and partly because the 
directions how to act are given in Jewish. 
German, which shows that they are intended 
even for the most illiterate, and that the 
custom is not confined to a few speculators, 
but is general amongst the people. 

|ttM P)^^tt \b IttD P^K 13M1?) IM . pttM 
•)}»« \b im . HM")Dl)>^h \b \Vt) P^b jltt 
\V7) P^i |M IDMl?) ?^tt r>12\V^ ttn hMlD 

")i?i . \\v\\ i)>p Di |iD jttn p>tt |m 
ID n-)D5 hn cioiv \b iDDhM n^nn ^i?d 

P>? PII5 7tt) -^i?! |m 7>J "^D pi?in -)DDM 

|m ♦ itt-^u^ Id ")D 711) ")yi i)>n pin 

PH ttMl PK DHDD hn IID TID ^IJI 

: onuDD uiipn jiu^ 
|itt ijttn ttn ph |ttn ii?i cmi;) iv 

: p-'piDD h>i D^tt; 

D»y"i« :pn:» on^niiDim mo^ "jwrra DN»2n» 
arnn baw ba : i3yn» DrrniiiyDi nytjo 'p-ra 

: "mr DiN^ T3nb r]^« »3D inw y*^ i^Vd 1^ «?» 
: iDiD »nM2ttD nm? irno inyiD -iDwn 1:3m 
i3:^tt? D^tt5u pitt n")D3 bn 7>; idiuii 

DOin« D^niQ D«nb ']!?«') D33« *3«i • nn*Qb ']^ 

|||5 DIM ^31 |K -)1N|| {H D^-^n 7tt) Tt 

: 5ttM b»m UK 

" Order of the Atonebients.— 
On the eve of the day of atonement, the 
custom is to make atonements. A cock is 
taken for a man, and a hen for a woman ; and 
for a pregnant woman a hen and also a cock, 
on account of the child. The father of the 
family first makes the atonement for himself, 
for the high-priest first atoned for himself, 
then for his family, and afterwards for all 
Israel." The order is as follows: — 

J£e takes the cock in his hand and says 
these verses: 

^^ The children of men that sit in darkness 
and the shadow of death, being bound in 
affliction and iron ; he brought them out of 
darkness and the shadow of death, and brake 
their bands in sunder. Fools, because of 
their transgression, and because of their 
iniquities, are afflicted. Their soul abhorreth 
all manner of meat; and they draw near 
unto the gates of death. Then they cry 
unto the Lord in their trouble ; and he savcth 
them out of their distresses. He sendeth his 



word, and healeth them, and delivereth them 
from their destructions. O, that men would 
praise the Lord for his goodness, and for 
his wonderful works to the children of 
men ! (Psalm cvii.) If there be for him 
an angel, an intercessor, one among a thou- 
sand, to show unto man his uprightness, then 
he is gracious unto him, and saith, Deliver 
him from going down to the pit; I have 
found a ransom.'* (Job xxxiii. 23.) 

Whilst moving the atonement round his 
head, lie says, 

*^ This is my substitute. This is my com. 
mutation. This is my atonement. This cock 
goeth to death, but may I be gathered and 
enter into a long and happy )Xh, and into 
peace.*' 

He then begins again at the words, '* The 
children of men,'* and so he does three times. 

Then follow the various alterations that arc 
to be made, when the atonement is made for 
a woman or another person, &c., and is added, 

. D5hM^ mDDD IID |M D^b 1^«2 l?b 

bn IM bMi ♦ \\>\ Vni i)i?n bn im ^b7 

^D^n |m p-^p l»b \\Y^ CttD 0^3^ DUD 

; \iv\ DD^nu lyi \b 7b) ia?i 

'* As soon as one has pei formed the order 
of the atonement, he should lay his hands on it, 
as the hands used to be laid on the sacrifices, 
and immediately after give it to be slaughtered." 
This custom, extensively prevalent amongst 
the Jews, proves abundantly the internal dis- 
satisfaction of the Jewish mind with their 
own doctrines, and the deeply-rooted con* 
viction of their heart, that without shedding 
of blood there is no remission of sin. If they 
really believed that repentance, or the day of 
atonement itself, or almsgiving, or merits, 
either their own, or their forefathers, atoned 
for sin, they would never have devised such a 
custom as this. But the spirit of the Mosaic 
law has taken too deep a hold on the nation 
to suffer them to rest satisfied with any thing 
short of actual sacrifice ; and as they have no 
high -priest and no altar now, they make a 
sad and desperate attempt to tranquillise the 
mind with this invention. The custom then, 
proves, that the rabbinicfd doctrine respecting 
the atoning power of repentance is not be- 
lieved nor heartily received, even by the rab- 
binists themselves, how, then, can a Jew 
hazard his salvation on a doctrine which is 
contrary to tlie law of Moses, and which its 
professors do not consider satisfactory ? Will 
he rest upon the self-devised sacrifice of a 
cock ? God nowhere promises pardon to 
this observance; and how can any man of 
sense be satisfied without « sure promise of 
the unchanging and unchangeable Creator? 
This trust is as unsatisfactory as any of those 
that we have already considered. Every one 
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of the Rabbinic hopes has proved unsafe on 
examination. Personal merit, the merit of 
ancestors, the blowing of the ram's horn, re- 
pentance, the present observance of the day 
of atonement, the sacrifice of a cock, all are 
cither directly opposed to, or unwarranted by, 
the Word of Ood. How, then, is a Jew to 
obtain pardon for his sins ? The custom which 
we have just considered, speaks the sense of the 
Jewish nation upon this subject, and plainly 
declares^ that an atoning sacrifice is the only 
real hope. It expresses, in the first place, 
the heartfelt conviction, that every human 
being is guilty and needs an atonement It 
prescribes a victim for man, woman, and 
child, yea, even for the unborn babe, thereby 
teaching that the nature of man is corrupt, 
and that the hereditary guilt, even where there 
is no actual transgression, must be washed 
away by the blood of atonement. It expresses, 
further, the Jewish opinion as to the nature 
of sacrifice, that the sins are laid upon the 
victim, and that the victim is substituted for 
the guilty. Nothing can be plainer than the 
prescribed formulary, " This is my substitute. 
This is my commutation. This is my atone- 
ment." It declares, further, that he who 
offers an atonement for another, must himself 
be free from guilt, for it requires the father of 
the family first to atone for himself, and then 
for those of his house. These are the recorded 
sentiments of the Jewish nation, expressed 
not only in words, but embodied in a solemn 
religious observance on the eve of their most 
sacred season. By this act, the Jews declare 
that an atonement by blood is absolutely ne- 
cessary. The law of Moses makes the same 
declaration, by the appointment of all the rites 
for the day of atonement. Is it, then, likely 
that the God of Israel would leave his people 
without that which their hearts desire, and his 
law declares to be necessary for salvation? 
Judaism says. Yes. It afilirms, by an act re- 
peated every year, that sacrifice is necessary, 
and yet confesses, in its solemn prayers, that 
they have none. It asserts, therefore, that 
God has left them without that which is in- 
dispensable to procure forgiveness. Chris- 
tianity presents a more merciful view of the 
Divine character. It does, indeed, acknow- 
ledge the necessity of atonement, but it pre- 
sents a victim and a high-priest, whose one 
offering is sufficient for the sins of the whole 
world. It says, that God has left neither his 
own people nor the Gentiles without the means 
of forgiveness, but sent his righteous servant, 
the Messiah, to bear our sins in his own body 
upon the tree. The Priest after the order of 



Melchiscdek needed no atonement to take 
away his own sins first, for he had none. 
Born in a miraculous manner, by the power of 
God, his humanity inherited nothing of the 
guilt of Adam, and as the Lord our Righte- 
ousness, he could contract no taint of sin. He 
is, therefore, every way qualified to make an 
atonement for us all. Our Christian hope, 
therefore, is not in a cock, the sacrifice of which 
God never commanded, but in that great 
atonement which He appointed. Our faith, 
our hope, our trust, are all built upon God's 
promise, and cannot be better expressed than 
in his most holy words : — 

" But he was wounded for our transgres- 
sions, he was bruised for our iniquities : the 
chastisement of our peace was upon him, and 
with his stripes we are healed." 

It cannot, therefore, be said, that we Chris- 
tians rest our hope upon an invention of our 
own. Our hope rests, not upon the dictates 
of our priests or rabbles, but upon the words 
which God himself spake by the mouth of 
his prophet. We can, therefore, confidently 
appeal to the Jews themselves to decide, 
which of the two hopes is tlie most reason- 
able. Both agreeing that an atonement, by 
the shedding of blood, is necessary for the 
remission of sins, Rabbinism tells its dis- 
ciples to trust to a species of sacrifice no 
where mentioned in the Word of God. Chris- 
tianity tells us to trust in the sacrifice of 
that great Redeemer, for whose salvation 
Jacob waited, whose atonement the Mosaic 
rites prefigured, and the Jewish prophets pre- 
dicted. Their hope rests upon the unwar- 
ranted words of men ; ours is built upon the 
Word of the living God, and is involuntarily 
confirmed by the rabbles themselves in the 
very custom which we have just considered. 
Even the nature of the victim is pointed out in 
the selection of the animal. "Oa (gever) signifies 
both *' a man " and *' a cock," and thereby 
signifies, that a righteous man must be the 
sinful man's substitute : and so some of the 
rabbles say, that this animal, " a cock," was 
selected,-— 

" Because, as its name signifies ' a man,* 
there is a substitution of a man for man." 
(Orach Chaiim, 605.) The principles ex- 
actly agree, but Christianity is directed in their 
application by the Word of God, to Him 
who is, indeed, very man, but also The 
Lord our Righteousne?s, ispi^ mrv. 
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The progress of the year brings with it 
again that season, in whidi Ood commanded 
his people to observe the Feast of Ta- 
bernacles ; and the constancy with which 
Israelites in every part of the world still ob- 
serve the rites and customs handed down by 
iheir forefathers, necessarily commands respect 
and admiration. When we remember the 
many centuries during which their dispersion 
has continued, the universal oppression which 
they have been compelled to suffer, and the 
unmerited contempt with which they have had 
to contend, we cannot but honour the strength 
of moral courage which they have displayed, 
in thus observing and handing down to Uieir 
children a religion, which has been the cause 
of their misfortunes. But this very constancy, 
and the respect which it begets, naturally leads 
us to inquure whether the religious system it- 
self be true, and, therefore, worthy of that 
fidelity with which it has been preserved ; and, 
above all, whether this constancy is such as at 
the last great day to meet the approbation of 
Him who judseth not as man judgeth. The 
professors of this system think, of course, that 
it is, and that by observing these rites and 
ceremonies, they are keeping the commands 
of Ood, and thereby ensuring his favour; 
and with regard to the observance of the Feast 
of Tabernacles in particular, they are taught 
to believe that they iilone are so important, as 
at the day of judgment, to prove Israel's obe- 
dience, and the disobedience of the other 
nations. We will first state the doctrines of 
modern Judaism on this subject, and then 
examine whether they be well founded. In 
the Synagogue Prayers for this feast we find 
it stated, that the construction of a tabernacle 
according to Rabbinic prescription, is a work 
of merit. 
rvwTtQ nViDD • WW Vy nio« s^a-w naiwr 

*^ It must be four cubits long, and four 
cubits broad : but if it be less, it is profane ; 
that it may render the people of Israel merito- 
rious.*' (P. 116.) And a little lower down, 
after describing the feast in Paradise on the 
salted Leviathan and Behemoth, it adds, that 
this one precept will form the last trial vouch- 
safed to the Chentiles, and that their unwilling- 
ness to keep it will prove the cause of their 
final condemnation. 

• p «DD V» attn* ♦aD • pb nitDwn Vd psa: 



p*Vy i noil pw TO brat? • rraroa i^ d3? row 
'b xa* • TOiana nrrt mtJ* • mytstQ ba iDUwn 

• ^m* na mw^ u^ i rrbwo injnn ^ • m^ 
: ^WT DrrVanai • mrrfn utx^ rtrrrp rrom 
>!?a Darra dVw • rram Drr!» •pwr "Qsrrp 
i noinoa rmnnnn nmna • nrnm 
'* All nations will come to be judsed in the 
presence of Him who sitteth upon the Uirone 
of judgment; in righteousness will he judge 
us. The nations vdll then say, Give us the 
order of thy precepts, and we will perform 
them, that we may be equal with those in 
happiness, O Thou, who art great in power, 
dwelling on high. The Most High, who 
judgeth all in truth, will cause them to hear, 
and understand his words, saying, I have one 
small precept ; its name, tabemade, and its 
ordinations: four sides, and shade over it: 
fail ye not to observe it. They then will make 
the shadowy booths to abide under, but the 
sun will shine so hot as nearly to bum them, 
when they will spurn at it with their feet. 
The Hdly One will then pour out his wrath 
upon them, and cast them into gehinnom 
[hell] without mercy, into the lowest part 
with confusion." (Ibid.) This extraordinary 
account of the day of judgment, and the con- 
demnation of the Gentiles, has been adopted 
from the Talmud, where it is given at great 
length, and all the particulars fully detidled. 
To give the whole would occupy too much of 
our space ; but as parts of it are necessary to 
the full consideration of this subject, we give 
the following extracts : — 

1D1WI yni min idd rti"pn hrao vmb Tnrb 
]*«a'i papno to "ratt) bm^ Ma» m perns ^ ta 
^^rv i2jap: D^ian ta 'wt? M^ainya dVijwt rnuwi 
D33»n vfjH M»am5?a >xf} -^Daan ^ ra"pn onb td« 

: mfficn Tvywt) now to 
" In the time to come, the Holy One, 
blessed be He, wUl bring a roll of the law in 
his bosom, and say, Let every one, who has 
occupied himself herein, come and receive his 
reward. Immediately the nations of the world 
will gather themselves together, and come in 
promiscuous crowds, as it is said, ' Let all the 
nations be gathered together.' (Isaiah xliii. 
9.) The Holy One, blessed be He, will then 
say, Gome not before me promiscuously, but 
let each nation come by itself along wldi its 
learned men." Then follows an account of 

L 



tbe appeManM of cadi nation, and of the vain 
attODptl which thn iDaks lo jiutlfy ifadi 
conduct. AfUi Kbitb the DuradTs thai 
proceeds:— 

fTra"p p^ irtapo ViB* w/'n nrt cnoix 

TTTW1 rW 1t3*7t) Dn3 17D *3H ilSfptl Vtt 10K 

ia te TBoo 3H w Dita r"w uiai rxft •row 
ir*n Disw nfjn a* -io» Iwraj' msa '» a-roi 
ysdV d*idik IW3 TTTW1 rn to^v on iTf 
Kft at 'to jniTBj jraru fwi cow d^ ^ woi 
fp^m "nae iti pm maw ripvT nWi nor "n-is 
^nsi oi* Tpo *ij*i TT3? Tn aTDT ^via xp^b p 
DM TOW irmra nowo ra m"pn mnrrc lofe 
"ant ^ww TiA inn mbd -ttwi ok I'^'^po ■urw 
ITDOD awi <Mi3 TTpBT 'o(0 irrn imj> imnli 

^cm nkr ritva >/m twt ttts^ rrairo Dtti 

W1V3 pD ^'Taf'l >W &3D TO^ptt DTrt Tow jTCpU 

wrom TOT Tnta w rfjo rmm rw la-ya 
to TBm uto appa tot ja^ w i^ -us i^ 
A^ nwiJ k^TW *pi^ TXm r4j*LV rrost^ Mun ^^rr 
Tnijn i»«wh3 S:m tti "bj tj'oj w 'tmti 
v/w ^ma TM otti to* c^i^ nnrwn m^ 

^nt3!l^3fT "Vttl TTKXJ TT^ Ma* rfltfVT nw feo 

nrra vm "nan licna p urtw itinn bj^ 
p*n Tan* 'kj nVia Ttwin mt lo^jw ^^ouo 
■VM rrtwi nnia ^ «n B"Bm ■rart mat ipm 
aawp nav a^m muv ^ o^^nv V'IljW na'i^in^ 
rapn ^att* p^na nav a^iva nm h^v *q nam 
'icGn p) r^tn) nTcn 4 V tAp rrntD po^>AH 
ii ja pwwr Vk wn "an moH rrsn tai nrtw 
w* WTittirt pi*n DTFi Tisn 'aatt tcm aroi ^ao 
TJD Vwt*^ Dtn HTi Dmv3]?^ Dvn cnttov^ '^noV 
Tp -iiom rrma w krarma ta na"fn ruB tt^ 
ta TO ao iTWT m frtn orea rVip mso rrt 
na^ «a mra tkto rrotn "rtim toij 'm» 
was irwi 'ret tei man 'spipna iicn mrts TTpo 

" The GcntUea will then aay before him, 
O Lotd of the world, tlie iBiatiilei recd*ed 
the lav, but bow did ihej liecp it t The 
Holy One, blcned be He, will reply, I bear 
than wllnen that they bave kept the law. 
The Oentllea wiU aqr, O Lord of the world, 
la it Mr tbBE ■ Father should be a wltnew 
fin hia chiUrcD ? For it is wiiuen, 'Ibtm] 
la my ioo, e^Bn my fiiat-born.' (Ksod. if. 
22.) The Holy One, bleassd he Be, will 
than aay to (ban, Let the heaToi and the 
■atlb beai wiujcaa to them, that they have 
kept the whole law. The Qentilei wj)! an- 
^ei, O Loid of the wocldi the heaieas and 
flu e^ ue |ai<Tn<ed witneues, fin i( is laid, 
' ff (ay fovftuai he not witli day and Dlgtit, 
■■d if I haw qat qipoioted th« otdjnaitccs of 
(ifaxeD aad tb« ewth.' (Jer. wiU. 38.) 
1^ ^imal| ftn I«kiili says. What ii the 
ptaabig of lite wpr^ ' And it was evening 
pud ft WM BHnning, the |ii»th d* y ? ' 3^ 
^w III that the Holy and Bifaied One, made 

Soo^tioii frith thp creiidoD, and said. If 
PWl Wifl '^1<= flijr 1»». aU ia well 5 but If 
not, ih(D I wiU luni you back hito chaoa. 



' JHdgmecit to be heard from he»«n | 
the earth feand, aodwaa stiU?' (Pa. lixvi. 
9, Gng. 8.) If^ it feared, how coald it be 
atillj and tf it was still, how could it feat? 
The answer is, at Gnt it feared [that lawl 
woold not recefn the law, and i» «Im^ lie 
turned into chaos] t but afmwarda it wnl 
still. Ood wlli then say to the Oentilea, Then 
let sonie of yourselTes Eome, and bear wilneie 
10 Israel that the; have kept the whole law. 
Nimiod sh^ then come forth and teeiify of 
Abraham that he did not commit Id^atiy. 
Laban idiall come forth and testliy of Jacob 
that he wa* not luspected of didwiMt^. 
Fotlphar*a wife sliall come forth and teatlTy of 
Joseph that tie woi not suspected of the tnuis. 
greaslon. Nebudwdneiqar shall come fordl 
and testify of Huinanirii, Miahael, and Aor 
riab, tliat they wontd not worship the image. 
Darius shaH come and testlty of Danie) that 
be did net nedect prayer. BUdad the ^uUtp, 
and Zt^har £b Nasmathile, and Eltptutt tba 
Temaoite, and Elihu the son of BeracbeeV 
aball come forth and testify of lantd that An 
ban kept the wjiole law, aa it la aafd, ' Let 
them brii^ fbtti) Adi w im eaae^ th« thn 
may be JuMlfied.* (Isaiah zBiL 9.) "I^ 
Oenma win dun say, O Lad of the woitf, 
give ns the bw from die beghinbig, and we 
WlU do it. To this the Hohr One wlH injy, 

l^ls, he that works on Ae eve of die &b- 
bath shaU eat on the Sabbuh. He diat win 
Dot woifc on the 6sbbBtfa en, turn wbeoM 
dioold he eat oq the Sabbadi ? NereRhefeii, 

1 hate one easy anMnatidment, ^aheniacle la 
lu name, go, thcrefbre, aod do it. But bow 
Is it piMslbte to affinn that Ood wiU do tbbi, 
when K. Joshua, the son of Leri, san, Vniat 
is the tneHsin^ at the woids ' Wbieh I cevo- 
mind thee ftis day f ' And says, the meanliw 
is, th^areto be obsened to-dsy iLe.,!n thS 
worid], and not to-mDnow [i e., in the woiU 
,to come].* To-day diey are Id be obaovcd { 
but the reward is not to be recdred to-dar> 
The answer li, that Ood does not deal viSi 
bis creatures in a tyraimlcal manner. But 
wily is this called an easy commandment F 
Because it is not attended wilh any pecnnlaiT 
loss. Immediately even one of Ihe Cknlil«t 
wll) hasten atray, and make a tabemaele 
on the roof ef bis hpnse. But the Holy Oqe, 
ble»ied be ^e, will citUK die sun to piercv 
them wilh an e^traardinary beat at dwt trasoii, 
and dieo every one of them will Uck down 
his tabernacle and go forth," 4:c (Avod^ 
Zvah, fill. 9, a,) Such i« die doctrine of dw 
T^mud, adopted and thereforf sealed wilh 
tlie moat solemn sancdoD by th; pnUie wor- 
ship of die synagi^ne. Id the fim place it 

■to* wriTOl. «!n 1 mn rtiMJSPffliLlfflLL. 
Inn DTVT anTOP 
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h porfecily false; it has not even the merit of 
fiaiuibUity. It is only BstooiiliSQg how an 
imagination so absofd would -ever have found 
its way Into tbeprayew of Israel; andstianger 
still that tiie lews of JB^gland should ^u&r 
such a fool hUft still to secnain on iheir pub- 
lic senrioes. It senainly lepmeMs Jtadaiun 
in the most uafkveimMe point of new as a 
feligioB of 41m grossest and nsMt inconsisleDt 
supersdtftsnit aira proves, beyond all •contio- 
versy, firsts thai the synagogue scoeivefl^ as of 
divine authork^^even ^le iablesof the Takaudi; 
and, secondly, that the authors «f the^ral law^ 
who couM either invent or believe so absufd a 
statoBsent, cannot be de{»ended ^i^pon as laith- 
M tcsnsBsitten ^ (be religion o£ 4he pro- 
fkhets. 

Further, it totidly mbiepresents the cha- 
racter of Ood. It describes Him, first, as 
beachig witness to the obedience of Israel, 
whilst in His Word he bears constant testi- 
mony to their disobedience. Hero he is lo- 
presented also as oallang ufton heaven and 
earth to attest their innooenoe and righteous- 
ness, whilst in His Word he calls upon them 
to be (he witnesses of their rebellion. *^ Hear, 
O heavens; and give ear, O earthy for the 
Lovd hath apoken^ I liave nourished and 
brought up cbitdien, and they have lobeUed 
against me.*' (Isaiah I 2.) And again, ^< Be 
astonished, O ye heavens, at thii^ and be hoi^ 
ribly afraid, be ye very desolate, siM the Lord, 
For my people have oommitted two evils ^ 
they have fenaken me, the fountun of living 
waters, and hewed them out cisterns, brcAea 
cisterns, that can hold no water.** {Jer. iu 12.) 
These passi^s of the Word of Ood are di- 
rectly opposed to die above statement of the 
<ural law. But further, it misr^Hesents the 
Divine Being as an unmerciful and unjust 
judge, who pretends to give the guilty Oen- 
tiles another and easy trial by giving <hem the 
•oommaodmeot respecting the tabernacles, and 
•^ea empleys his omnipotenoe so to plague 
4hem with uie heat of the sun, as to render it 
impossible for them to yield obedience. Such 
a representation is altogether unworthy of the 
Jodge of all the earth, who will deal justly by 
the Gentiles as well ss the Jewa, 

But besides misrepresenting the divine cha- 
racter, it. misleads tiie unlearned and super- 
stitious to believe that, at the day of judgment, 
God will not render to every man according 
to his deeds, but will pass by their sins and 
their impenitence, if only they be Israelites. 
It therefore begets a false confidence, and is 
eminently calcmated to lull men asleep in their 
sins. Tht man who believes this fable ot the 
Gentiles bearing witness to the righteousness 
of Abraham, Joseph, Daniel, jiLC, and thinks 
that tiiis ia sufikient for liis acquittal at the bar 
of judgment, can have no motive for personal 
repentance or righteousness. Neither does 



this tfoble tend to pioduoe good will and 
respect towaids his Gentile £^w.«inners. 
Few men wiU elevate themselves above their 
notions of ihe Deity. Whei^ then, the Rab- 
binists see that, aooevding to the oval law, 
God treats the Gentiles with injustice and 
cruelty, is it natural to siqipose that he wiU 
treat them ^UfiereaUy? TUs and stnaikr pas- 
SMes well merit the aerious consideration of 
jdlinflucntial luaeiites. It is imperative upon 
all such to determine whether suoi passages of 
their pn^ers and their law are of divine an- 
thority or not; and if they are convinced of 
their falsehood, to use their unceasing exer- 
tions to expunge them from their rdigioua 
s^tenk As long as they exist, and are pub« 
hdy read in tlie synagogue, men can only 
come to one conclusion, uid that is, that the 
characteristioB of the filabbinical religion are 
superstition and uncharitableness. Notfaii^ 
but a public protest againat the error, and an 
erasure from the prayer-book, will satisfy the 
mind, or wipe away the reproach from IsraeL 
The private professions of individuals can be 
of no avail in this matter. Men will go to the 
authorised books, emedally to the prayer- 
book of every claiis of religionist, in order to 
judge of his principles ; and no one will be- 
lieve tliat any nsan can bo so careless or so 
presumptuous as to address the Divine BeiiK 
in the language of acknowledged falseboo£ 
But above all, let every Jew (oompase this 
account of the day of judgment with that con- 
tained in our Christian books. Judaism 
teaches that at that great day God will appear 
as a parloal and cruel judge. CSnristianity 
gives us the following account of the same 
period : — ** When tiie Son of man shall come 
in history and all the holy angels with him, 
then si^l he sit upon the throne of liis glory: 
and before him shall be gathered all national 
and he shall separate them one from another^ 
as a shepherd divideth his sheep from the 
goats { «nd he shidl set the sheep on his right 
hand, but the goats on the lett Then s£dl 
the King say unto them on his right hand. 
Come, ye blessed of my Fath», inherit the 
kingdom prepared for you from the foundation 
of Uie world t for 1 was an hungred, and ye 
gave me meat : I was thirsty, and ye gave 
me drink : I was a stranger, and ye took me 
in: naked, and ye dothed me; I was skk, 
and ye visited me t I was in prison, and ye 
came imto mew Then shall the righteous an. 
swer and say, Lord, when saw we thee an 
hungred, and fed thee? or thinrty, and gave 
thee drink ? when saw we thee a stranger, and 
took thee in ? (» naked, and clothed thee P or 
when saw we thee sick, and in prison, and came 
unto thee? And the King shall answer and 
say unto tliem. Verily I say unto you, Inas- 
much as ye have done it unto one of the least 
of these my brethren, ye have done it unto me. 
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Then shall he say also unto them on the left 
hand, Depart fWim me, ye cursed, into ever- 
lasting fire, prepared for the devil and his 
kngels : for I was an hungred, and ye gave 
tnc no meat : I was thirsty, and ye gave me 
no drink : I was a stranger, and ye took me 
hot in: naked, and ye cl<Mhcd me not: sick, 
and in prison, and ye visited me not. Then 
shall they also answer him, saying, Lord, 
when saw we thee an hungred, or athirst, or 
a stranger, or naked, or sick, or in prison, and 
did not minister unto thee ? Then shall he 
answer them, saying. Verily I say unto you, 
Inasmuch as ye did it not to one of the least 
of these, ye did it not to me. And these shall 
go away into everlasting punishment: but the 
righteous into life etcmaL** (Matt. xxv. 31— 
4&) Such is the view which Christianity 
sets before us of the day of judgment, and the 
principles according to which that judgment 
shall be conducted. You will observe that the 
*whole account is essentially difierent from that 
given by the Talmud. In the first place it 
represents Ood as a just Judge, altogether 
overlooking nationality; taking no notice of 
the temporary distinctions of Jew and Gen- 
tile, but fixing his eyes on the eternal features 
of moral character, and according to those 
fixing the eternal destinies of each individuaL 
In the second place it tends to promote good 
will and charity between man and man, for it 
represents charity or the want of charity as the 
main points of inquiry, and the distinctions 
according to which the eternal portion of eadi 
is assigned. We ask, then, every impartial 
and candid Jew to tell us, which of these two 
accounts are most worthy of the great God 
whom we worship? We Christians believe 
that the synagogue- worshippers are in error, 
and thqr again think us in error ; but we have 
now before us the doctrines of the two systems 
on the most important point in all theology— 
the principle of final judgment ; by their re- 
specdve statements, then, on this subject let 
each system be judged. Judaism says, that 
one class of men is to be saved by the partiality 
of the Judge, and the other class condemned 
simply because they are Gentiles. Chris- 
tianity says, that all men shall be tried im- 
parti^y by one rule, and that neither prepos- 
session nor .prejudice, but justice alone, shall 
influence the decision. Which, then, Judaism 
or Christianity, is most agreeable to the cha- 
racter of Him of whom the Psalmist says, 
'^ He Cometh to judge the earth : with righte- 
ousness shall he judge the world, and the 
nations with equity ? " 
' We are sure that the good sense of the Jew- 



ish nation must decide, that the impartial jus- 
tice of the New Testament-representation is 
most in accordance with the spirit of the law 
and the prophets. Nay, we believe that every 
devout and thinking Lnraelite will feel that the 
Talraudic picture of God's judgment misre- 
presents the God of Israel as much as any 
graven image ever deified by heathen idolaters. 
To suppose that God would make a mock 
overture of mercy, or offer a mock trial to any 
of his creatures, is to strip him of the attri- 
butes of Deity, and to eidiibit a blind and 
senseless bigot as the object of IsraeFs wor- 
ship. A statement so abhorrent even from 
human reason, and so inconsistent with the 
Word of God, proves that its authors were not 
moved by the Spirit, and that the religion of 
which it forms a part cannot be divine. But 
here, as in many cases which we have already 
pointed out, the New Testament avoids thie 
error of the Talmud, and teaches a doctrine 
conformable to the law, and in accordance with 
right reason. Let the advocates of the oral 
law explain the fact. 

But this Talmudic representation of the 
day of judgment is not only opposed to reason 
and Scripture, but also seems to contradict 
other statements of the oral law. Here the 
Gentiles appear to be marked out for destruc- 
tion ; whereas, we are told elsewhere, that the 
pious of the nations of the world are to have 
a part in the world to come : and that obedi. 
ence to the seven commandments of the sons 
of Noah, is all that is required from a Gentile. 
If this be true, what need is there of giving 
them the command to keep the Feast S 
Tabernacles ? But, above all, if they are to 
be cast down into the lowest hell, as the 
Prayer-book says, how can they have a part of 
the blessings of the world to come ? It is at 
the very least, the duty of those who advocate 
the oral law, to explain this matter to us 
Gendles. We cannot persuade ourselves that 
a religion, which makes so little provision for 
the eternal welfare of the great bulk of the 
human race, can possibly proceed from Him 
who is the God of the spirits of all flesh, the 
Creator and Preserver of all mankind. Living 
daily by his bounty, and receiving all we have 
at his most gracious hands, we believe that if 
He makes such provision for our bodies, He 
has made stiU more for our immortal spirits ; 
and therefore, amongst other reasons, we be- 
lieve in Christianity ; for if it be not true, there 
is no spiritual provision for the Gentiles, and 
God has left the majority of his rational crea- 
tures without any proof of his paternal af- 
fection. 
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To the fool, who hath said in hit heart, 
There is no God, it is a matter of little conse- 
quence, whether the religion of his forefathers 
^ord a reasonable ground of hope or not. 
He may therefore consistently neglect all in- 
quiry into the nature and evidences of that re- 
ligion in which he happened to be bom. He 
does not belieye in it, whatever it may be, and 
tiuch an inquiry could have no interest for 
him. Not so with the Jew or the Christian, 
who honestly believes, as he has been taught, 
that there is, in another world, an abode of 
bliss, and another of woe. His earnest desire 
must be to know how he may attain to the 
one and escape the other ; and if his religion 
does not afford him a hope, a reasonable, 
well-grounded hope of salvation, it is not 
worth the having. We say a reasonable hope, 
for as it has pleased Qod to endow us with 
reason and understanding, and to give us his 
Word to guide our reason, no other hope can 
or ought to satisfy us. In examining, then, 
the modem Jewish religion, one great test of 
its value is, whether it affords a hope on 
which a reasonable man can rely, and upon 
which he can hazard his eternal welfare. We 
think not, and we have already given some 
reasons for this opinion. The inconsistency 
and contradictory nature of the Habbinic doc- 
trines respecting justification and atonement 
appear to us so glaring as to destroy all confi- 
dence in the hope which they propose : and 
the custom, tohich prevails at this and other 
Jtstivals, of praying for the dead^ proves^ be- 
yond a dottbty that the Ralbinic hope is a mere 
delusion* Amongst the prayers of the Feast 
of Tabemades, we find the following declara- 
tion and prayer :— 
Dvn vmaw niow -ran^ Vtrw* ni^Dna D^atDj 

ydresh "[Vro d a d nio «a« now dt6» niar 
ittJD: «nn m i3tt)a n»a npis iti: »3«ttJ maya 
apyn pTTsr Dma« noiua or D^rrn -vn^a rrrits 
nraprii oyw "ww mn rwVi Vm npai m«j 

\ ]0« TOW) ]T3? p« 

^' It is customary among the dispersions of 
Israel, to make mention of the souls of their 
departed parents, &c., on the day of atonement, 
and the ultimate days of the three festivals ; 
and to offer for the repose of their souls. 

*< May God remember the soul of my ho- 
noured father, A. B., who is gone to his re- 
pose; for that I now solemnly vow Charity 



for his sake ; in reward of this, may his soul, 
be bound up in die bundle of life, with tlie 
souls of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob ; Sarah^ 
Rebekah, Rachel, and Leah, with the rest of 
the righteous males and females that are in 
Paradise ; and let us say, Amen." 

" May God remember the soul of my ho-, 
noured mother,*' &c. (Prayer for the Feast 
of Tabemades, p. 156.) Now this custom 
and this prayer show diat the Jews them- 
selves do not believe in their own doctrines, 
nor put any trust in the hopes hdd out by 
the oral law; for if they did, they would 
never observe this custom nor offer this prayer. 
If they believed that their departed parents 
already safe— that their merits, or the 



were 



merits of their ancestors, or the day of atone- 
ment, &C., had procured for them pardon and 
eternal life, why should they offer alms, and? 
pray that God would accept the alms as a 
ransom for the deceased ? The fact of mak- 
ing such a vow and offering such a prayer 
proves, that the Rabbinical Jew has.no ground, 
for bdieving in the salvation of even his own 
father and mother; that on the contrary his 
belief is, that they have not been bound up . 
in the bundle of life, and that they are not in 
paradise with Abraham and the other saints; . 
but that they are in some other place, whence 
he hopes, by his prayer and his alms-giving, 
to ransom them. Here, then^ we see that tlie 
Rabbinical hope is a mere delusion. After all 
his fasting and ceremonial observances, he has 
no hope after death of going to the mansions 
of the blessed. His sad prospect is, that 
when he goes hence, he most go to the place 
of punishment, and there abide until the 
prayers and alms-giving of his children pur- . 
chase his liberation. According, then, to this 
doctrine, every Jew and Jewess dies without 
pardon, for if they were pardoned, they would 
not go to the place of punishment, and if 
they did not go to the place of punishment, 
there would be no necessity to offer alms in 
order to deliver their souls. So then, after 
all the pretensions and promises of the lab- 
I bies, they here fidrly confess that all the 
hopes which they have held out are a mere 
lie and a delusion ; that none of their ob- 
sei^anoes can deliver the soul, and that even 
after the dread hour of death, the survivors 
have still to undertake the work of saving the 
deceased. 
This inference follows hievitably from the 
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cnstoiD and tht prafrev which w* ha?e jnst 
considered; but it does not rest solely on 
these. Tht oral law furnishes ether adequate 
proof, that the Jewish survivors of a departed 
parent do not believe that he is safie^ and that 
therefore a dying Jew can have no hope of 
his own salvation ; for it requires the surviv- 
ing son to repeals a certain pcajer fbr his de^ 
pwtad parent, and that for many months, in 
order to procure his release^ as we r^ in the 
J-oreh Deahr^^ 

i«ioi mr» '/) Ptni '/ t vnoi yvxrh- yxro pi 
pmm Darra^ rmyem p i ' ffw pvr vr\rw. remm 
t Darratp lom ra» rme uva vipoi- Vforta 
<< Therefore the custom Is for twdve months 
to repeat the prayer called Kaddish, and also 
to read die lessoir in the prophets^ and to 
pray the evening-prayer at the gotog^ out of 
the Sabbath, for duit ill the hour when the 
souls return to hell ; but when the son prays 
and sanctifies in public, he redeems his- rather 
and his mother from heUi** («37tf0 Now 
every child who observes this cn8tom« makes 
a public confession, that his deceased parent 
b not enjoying the blisrof Paradise, but suf- 
ftrmg the torments of helL This is but a 
poor hope ftnr a child respecting hirparenl^ the 
tery utmost limit of which is, that he is not 
one of the notoriously willed, and ^t he 
may perhaps, by his prayers, get him out of 
the place or tonneot. But if he believes in 
the oral law, he must- be convinced that his 
faUier or mother, with aU their exertions, and 
notwithstanding the merits of their forefathers, 
and the benefits of the day of atonement, died 
in sin, sunk into perdition, and that he must 
now undertake the work of Aeir salvation. 
The dying Jew, therefne, has no hbpe when 
be dies of being admitted to a state of happi- 
ness ; he cannot die with the peace of one 
who knows that his sins are forgiven, but 
must look forward with horror to at least 
eleven dreary months of punishment in the 
abodes qf the damned: The doctiine of the 
Tahnud is, that those who die in communion 
with d^ Synagoffue, or who have never been 
Jews, are nnniuied for twelve months, but 
that Jewish nerttics and apostates are doomed 
to eternal punishment. 
|ETia3 DTirn rnoiM Tvnn pias ivrtsr ^vxffw 
imh xcrm tw trav ro piT3t oarra!? pn* 

nVtl nDTWa jnOTOI iTtD -pDia wTTf TTO7 D»3w 

orYiDVi 'oww D^pnst '^jon moo nrm ^mrco 
l»ron ia» us^ rnoy nnn •«« rrrv ^ u'stcn 
irnnii vtiycff) rrnra "nDau ]^cnip*6Mtn mtiDom 
fTMi 'fvnTr lanawi m^:? *3tio rsmm) lynon 

p DWT paD D^TIT HM 1H*lDnm IWOrTOI D^TT 

t nrm titV m paiTat 'arraV rnr rv^m loga 

^ braelltea who sin with tncir body, and 

alfeQ Gentiles, dtocend into hell, and are 

judged there for twelve months. After the 

twelve months their body is consumed and 



I their soul^ia burnt, and the wind scatters them 
under the soles of the feet of the righteous, 
as it is said, * Ye shaU tread down the 
wicked, for they shall be ashes under the 
soles of your feet.* (Mai. iv. 3.) But here- 
tics, and informers, and Epicureans,, who 
have denied the law or the resurrection of the 
dead, or who^have separated from the cnsOema 
of the congregation^ or whe^ have canaed: their 
lear in the Und of the hv'mfh who have shmed, 
or caused many to sin, as Jeroboam, the 80» 
of Nebat,. all sudl go down to hell and' are 
judged for ever.^ (Rosh. Rashanah, fclL VT' U) 
Accocding to this, the dyrog IsraeEte ought 
to expect twelve months of torment, and his 
jsuxyiving son ought to repeat the prescribed 
i prayer for twelve months, but the rabbles have 
: commanded that the prayer should be repealed 
only for eleven months, to intimate that the 
deceased waa not so widced as to be oblig^ to 
remain all the time of tirnnent*. 
tr«nn h^» p rteii xonp onow pw ^ymr^ 
wn TDWJD ♦D uvtcn Dtaw Dn»aH wr vfky hd 

; xcrtn a"» 

^* The custom is, not ta say Kaddish more 
than eleven montha^ so«s not to cast areproadt 
on the diaracter of the deceased father and 
mother as if they were wicked, for twelve 
months ace the temi appointed for the wicked.** 
( Joreh Deah, 376.) From thia it is clear 
that a dying JewV expectation must be to 
endure the tormentk of nell for at least eleven 
months ; and when he is dead, his son con- 
fesses, in the most public manner, and the 
appointed prayers of the Synagogue confos, 
ot every cfeparted Jew, that he died in sin, 
and was not worthy to enter into the bliss of 
paradise ; and express, moreover, their convic- 
tion that his portion is actually with the 
damned. Thus it is evident that Judaism 
holds out no hope of the forgivenesa of sina» ' 
and that all its prescribed ohiervances are of 
no avail in the hour of need. A Jew*B sad 
contemplation on hia death is,, then, Ihat he 
is going down to hell, and his hope of libera- 
tion is based upon the prayera of his son, or 
upon the fact of his being an Israelite. But 
is this a reasonable ground of hope ?^ No 
hope of salvation can be reasonable which la 
not built upon a plain promise of Ood^ Our 
reason can telT us nothing about either heaven 
or hen $ and thoefore no speculations of our 
own can satisfy, us respecting either one or the 
other. The only satisfactoT^ testimony can 
come from God's revealed will ; but, in the 
whote volume of the Old Testament, there, is 
not one promiset declaring that an Israelite 
shall be delivered from hell after twelve months* 
punishment, or that the son*s public prayers 
in the amagpgue shall deliver the father. 
This is all the mere invention of the rabbles, 
without the least warrant from the Word of 
God. It 189 therefore, not a hope on which 



m 



an^rtaslnuAlb natt dtti rMt in pMt. Thb 
^am of tfie wfiole niAtter is, tliat tieey Jew 
eitpects to go to hell,' alWi thst tit fihs no 
l^tbtnifle of God to itestM' him llist he shatt bd 
ifedeemed thencd Jitditisttf Is not, ttuxefore, 
A i^d^km Which afibrA a fatfoaal ho|)e of 
idnltiofl. In HAertin'g that every Itaidlte 
ibusf go ddwh to hdL it teadies thMt dn fi not 
fbfj^ven by Ood^ bnC ittitot be liti^ed for by 
the peEMmal sttffering of th^ ofibnder ; add 
that nappuieavcakinot be erijoyed antQ peHNMud 
ffiiOisftction haa bete yidded by twdve monthiT 
tormenta. Now if thia mindple were trtie^ 
Aere could be no aalvstion at alT. Sin, aa 
bdne an oflence againat ad infinite BdAjg^ vi 
ftifinite in nuignitude, and therefbre itquirea 
mfinlte poniahment. The juatice of God ia 
a^ao infinite, and reqtdrea an infinite alitiafiic- 
tioD ; ao that if thia aatlafaetfon ia to be ren- 
dered by the peraonal anfiering of tbe oflender, 
that aunering mtlat be infinite, diat* ia, itmuat 
endure for ever and ever, and thua aalvation ia 
altcigether ont of the queatibn. The Jewidi 
hooe ia, therefore, onwarrttited by Scripture, 
ana contrary to reaaon, and, we may add^ in- 
eonnatent with itadf. In the cuatom and 
doctrine which we have juat conddered, a 
dying Jew ia taught to hope that he ahall be 
deliver^ fttm that plate of torment, whither 
he ia goings either on account of hia 8on*a 

Sayera, or on acoouut of hia Jewiah origin, 
at on hia doith-bed he ia taught to be&ve 
that hia death will be an atonement for his 
dnay for in hia dying confeadon, dieae worda 
are put into hia mouth : — 
mw »nrm «nn • mo^ Tmpo r» mnp dhi 
Tinaro rotfo feVi • -waw to^ • >rwfDn tab 

: »nvh DinD »n»«Dttn »mr«n 
^* But if the time of my vidtatlon to death 
be near, O let my death be an expiation for 
all my dna, iniquitiea, and tranagreadona, 
-wherein I have ainned, ofiended, aod trana- 
greaaed against thee, from the day of my 
eziatence." Theae two doctrinea are plainly 
contrary the one to the other. If death be an 
atonement for aH aina, then, when it is once 
auffered, all theae aina are forgiven, and there 
ia no ne«d of further puniahment in hdl for 
twdve months. But if this further punish- 
ment be indicted, then the death of the 
individual ia not an atonement for his sins. 
The Jew may diooae wliich ot tfieae hopea he 
pleaaea; but whichever he may aaaert to be 
true, the other ia neoeaaarily false ; and if one 
be falae, then die oral law teachea falsehood, 
and cannot be depended upon with reapeet to 
the other. There ia, then, in theae two atate- 
menta, a glaring inconaistency, which makes 
them both suspidous in themselves: and the 
Word of God ia aa oppoaed to this last state- 
ment, aa to the former. The Bible represents 
death as a consequence and punishment of 
Adam*a ain, not aa an atonement : and hence 




it'itdifttnfifiitaiKe; w66 hM^ AH(elf cMftAit^ 
ted actual aio, taat dd not need' an aionemiene 
; on that aeeouiilii Dieiahfe, therefoi^^ apunish* 
mient, aMK thalf which A a puhidiment casi 
Aever be an alidiittnedV. Tiie dying Jew; then^ 
if he bea'iMaoKMile'ni^/ Va^ Ko liope mi 
tan 3^dd him peiriM dnd ediiiikili^dbn in tKM 
aolemtt h6at. Hie fMff tbktf Ma ^telth iliai 
atbbe for Hia dha^ aMf fHi Vdievdf the 
conthuyui^that Be Hr going ddWh to tbe 
of the danmed, aAd tha^hft Mb tirill havfe ttt 
nnderiSBke iSbe work of hia redetapddh. Hltt# 
ady thbughtfbl num, capedal^ ho# ^f 
lanadite who haaread the Law atad the Pto^ 
pheta^ can be content with anch a rdigion, ^ 
camiof eomprdiend. The very eaiienbe of 
v^ion, the very comideifatidn that givci ft 
any value, la die comfort which it amxda td 
the de^teriing dmier. If it cannot itoothe; 
aupport, and comfort him in the hoUr of death, 
il is not worth the having. The ChtfBtian.fdth 
is Very dlfibent^ and, in our ofHuion, fkr moM 
in accordance with the Old Testament We 
believe, in the fhnst place, that there fa a full 
and perfect paidooi for aJl aina by liie atone- 
ment of the Meadah, ao that the sinner who 
dies in repentance and fkith, ia delivered from 
all puniabmeht and other oonaequenoea of ain* 
and entera at once into the abodes of the 
bleased, thete to await the momiilg of die 
reaurrecdon. Tlie Old Teatament promiaed 
that Meaaiah ahoidd bear our aina. The New 
Teatament teUa ua that He haa borne them, 
and diat therefore we can ^^ now be juadfied 
from aH thinga ftom whidi we could not be 
justified bjr the law of Moses.*' (Acta xiii. 
38, 39.) It tella ua diat <« God noade Him 
to be ain for ua, who knew no dn ; that we 
might be made the righteouaneaa of God in 
him'* (2 Cor. v. 21) ; and '< that if any man 
ain, we have an advocate with the Father, 
Jeaua, the Meaaiah, the Righteona ; aud he 
ia the propitiation for Our dna: and not for 
oura only, but also fbr the Aob df the whole 
world." (1 John ii.- lyS:) We bdieve, 
dierefore, that Meaaiah haa borne all that we 
ought to have borne, aa the Prophet aays— 

" The chastisement of our peace was upon 
him, and with hia atripea we are healed," 
(Isaiah liii. 6,) and that now we are delivered. 
There is no twdvemonth of torment awdting 
those whom Messiah haa redeemed, neither 
do we trust in our own death as a possible 
atonement. Oitr hope is firmly fixed, and, 
therefore, though dnners, we can die in 
peace, resting on die aalvation which God 
himadf hath wrought, in no fear of the tor- 
ments of the damned, Imt humbly expecting, 
for the Measiah*s sake, to be admitted into 
the mandons of the blesKd. Resdng on this 
hope, jthe Christian can aay, '* To me to live is 
Christ, and to die U gain." (Philip, i. 21.) 
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He eaa look forward ftom death to the glorious 
consummAtion, as St Paul did, who, when 
the hour of hu martyrdom approached, was 
enabled to say, '' I am now ready to be 
ofi^red, and the time of my departure is at 
hand. I have fought a good fiight ; I haVe 
finished my course ; I have kept the faith : 
henceforth there is laid up for me a crown of 
righteousness, which the Lord, the riehteous 
Judge, shall give me at that day ; ana not to 
me only, but unto all Uiem also that love his 
appearing.'* The Christian expects after death 
not to spend twelve dreary months in hell, 
*^ For we know that if our earthly house of 
this tabernacle were dissolved, we have a 
building of God, an house not made with 
hands, eternal in the heavens. For in this we 
groan, earnestly desiring to be clothed upon 
with our house which is from heaven : if so 
be, that being clothed, we shall not be found 
naked. For wc that are in this tabernacle do 
groan, being burdened : not for that we would 
be unclothed, but clothed upon, that mortality 
might be swallowed up of life." (2 Cor. v. 
1 — 4.) Such is the hope which Christianity 
holds out, and it is hardly necessary to prove 
that it is more satisfactory, and more calculated 
to convey peace to the conscience of a dying 
believer, than the dread prospect of twelve 
months' sojourn in the place of torment 
This in itself proves, that Christianity is 
greatly superior to Judaism, and even affords 
a presuniption that Christianity is true. 
Reason tells us, that if God has given a 
revelation at all, that revelation must contain 
the way of obtaining pardon for sins, and be 
able to administer consolation to the dying. 
In this respect Judaism fails. It promises 
fiirgiveness and justification to a thousand 
ceremonial observances, but in the hour of 
man's extremity, it tells him that there is no 
way of pardon, but that he must go down 
into torment, and expiate his sins by actual 
suffering. This system cannot, therefore, be 
of God, Christianity, on the contrary, has the 



first great essential in reUgk>n ; it informs man 
how he can obtain forgiveness, and tells him 
how to die in peace; and tlie system of 
pardon and consolation which it proposes, is in 
exact accordance with the doctrine of Moses 
and the prophets. Moses promises pardon to 
an atoning sacrifice. Isaisii sa3rs, that Mes- 
siah is to be the true atonement ; and Chris- 
tianity rests upon these two principles. The. 
Jew himself must admit, that our hope has. 
at least a strong appearance of truth, and that, 
we have the letter of the Old Testament in 
our favour. We have, therefore, more reason, 
to trust to Christianity, than he has for resting 
on Judaism, which has not even a semblance 
of proof, and is as far from the letter as from 
the spirit of the Old Testament, We would 
earnestly request of every Jew to consider 
what is his hope in death, and what is his pros-, 
pect after it ? Can he be content with that 
which Judaism offers ? Can he be happy in. 
the prospect of twelve months* torment ? Or, 
can the repetition of Kaddish afford him any 
hope of liberation from that place, whither his 
sins have brought him ? 

He cannot pretend to have any warrant 
from Scripture. Where does Moses tell a. 
Jewish child to say Kaddish for his deceased, 
parent, or that the saying of it will deliver 
the soul from the grasp of Divine justice? 
And reason does not offer a greater measure 
of consolation. Reason says plainly, ei^er 
that the deceased is guilty or not guilty; 
either, therefore, justice demands that he^ 
should be punished or delivered. In the one 
case the prayer is unavailing, in the other un- 
necessary. Reason says that God either 
pardons or punishes; but that there is no 
middle way. Judaism then offers a hope 
equally unwarranted by reason and Scripture, 
and thus forsaking a poor sinner in the hour 
of his extrensity, is not worthy of the profes- 
sion of any one who uses his reason, or 
reveres the Word of God. 
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" THE OLD PATHS."— JeK. vl. 16. 



NoMB«R 39.] FRIDAY, OCTOBER 7, 1836. [Prim Omi-Pbniit. 

The object of our late numbers bas been harden thine heart nor shut thine hand from 

to point out the inconsistency and precarious- thy poor brother.' (Deut. xv. 70 Accord- 

ness of the various hopes, which the oral law ing as the poor hath need, thou art com. 

holds out to its advocates, and the consequent manded to give. If he has no clothing, he is 

inadequacy of a religion which leaves its pro- to be clothed ; if he has no furniture, it is to 

fessors without a reasonable hope of eternal be bought for him ; if he has no wife, he is to 

happiness. In the course of our observations, be helped to marry one; if a woman, she is- 

the subject of almsgiving twice presented to be assisted in getting a husband : yea, if 

itself prominently to our notice; first, as a it had been the poor man*s custom to ride' 

means of compensating for the sins and omis- upon a horse, and to have a servant running 

sionsof the past year; and secondly, as a means before him-^-but he is now come down in the 

of promoting the repose of departed souls ; world, — it is a duty to buy him a horse to 

from which it appears that the oral law consi- ride, and a servant to run before him, for it is 

ders this duty as most important and benefi- said, * Sufficient for his need, in that which 

cial both to the living and the dead. The he wanteth,' (Deut. xv. 8) ; and thou art 

object of the present paper shall therefore be, commanded perfectly to relieve his want, but 

to inquire into the Rabbinic doctrine of alms- not to make him rich. If an orphan apply 

giving, and to compare it with the law and for assistance hi order to marry, it is a duty 

die prophets. The duty and extent of alms- to hire a house for him, and to provide aU 

giving are thus defined : — necessary furniture, and afterwards to help 

>itntD TO >DD V«w ^^ rrpis tn^ nw ni^ 5^™ *? 7"^\x, ^^ * ^^ ""*? "^""^ 1°^ u 

n«nnDnrfnDiDwtDTUtDotm:rTTnn>rTD«-:5^ ^°' ?''!' ^^ ^Z^'J^^ ^^ not as much as he 

'm'TD«:iTD3?>mntmninai!inpinn^'TD«:nVTr ^^^ he ought to gi^ what his means. 

nu tmi^ ^ "wM^^w^ Lnuii vA« •.•^M .^.^ It. r«J ..a* o» "« propcTty fulfils the commandment well, 

m^.^^ n^^^JJ,,? .^ n^^S He that j^ves one part in ten fuMls it in a 

^ ,S IT^.T^TJ^X^J^^ middling manner. He Uiat gives less must 

5^ tJ^-^y^A^^ ^. ^ ^ ^ «ga«led as a person with* an evil eye." 

^°1J5 l^STl^ ^. ^^ ^JZ ^ (HUcloth MatfnoSi Aniim, cviL 1-6.) In 

S^_rei ^ ^ \^ .1^ 1^ this definition of the nature and extent if the 

^.rTWtr^^LJTl^ r^vTt^^ duty of almsgiTing, there is much that is 

^■^rTyH^.^,.?^.''^ ^d.^seiShdront";;^'.^'^'^ 

««*! Ertwrt mw nmo 1^ TOrr -TO. worn " ^ ^^*Sl T ^;^1"L??^ ^^"t 

•mvM toin«rLui>^ Aii. t.^^ «^»s «t, m-imxi L-L ^ -» »t. M..L.M Crime, and the poor are, by many, oonsidered 

T^^^^nS^5n«?T!^I"?^ as unworthy of*all domestic comfort. With- 

^rTT^.U^^J?,S^tn]r^.l£ out bmding ourselves to the approval of aU 

i^^^n i^^^n^n^^^^^^ **^« details here specified, we must acknow- 

1^D3a mwQ Tm« ^'^^ P "^ VDDJ ^^ ^^t ^he spiriTof this passage is agree- 

J mn p? pna nino • '3Wa ^ble to the idea of true charity,ln3; if u^ver- 

'' It is an affirmative precept to give alms sally acted upon, would do more for the hap. 

to the poor of Israel, according as the poor piness of mankind than some theories now 

have need, if in (be power of the giver; &r it afloat. But though ready to admire and to 

is said, < Thou shalt open thine hand wide to acknowledge the general beauty and excel- 

him,' (Deut xv. 8) ; and again, ' Thou shalt lence of this passage, we must also remark 

relieve him, a proselyte* or a sojourner, that that the main feature of charity is, by the 

he may live with thee ; * and again, < That Rabbinical system, excluded. Ood commands 

thy brother may live with thee.' (Lev. xxv. that this help should extend beyond the nar- 

35,36.) Whosoever sees a poor man beg- row limits of selfishness and nationality, to 

ging, and shuts his eyes agahist him, and " the stranger and the sojourner," but the 

does not give him alms, transgresses a nega- oral law neutralizes the mercifulness of God's 

tive precept ; for it is said, < Thou shalt not commandment by making the word stranger 

signify a proselyte to Judaism. The original 

» Literally, " a stranger." Hebrew word "u {Ger) plainly means a 
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Mnnger, as mlqr h4 seA iA thtf wordb of 
Moses— 

I tnao p» orp^ Q**u 'S nan iiirDras*rtn 

'* Love ye therefore the stranger; for ye 
were strangem in the land of Egypt.'^ (Dtat^ 
X. 19.) It is certain that the Israelites were 
not proselytes, but strangers; this word, Ger, 
therefime, sij^et stranger, not pnMelyte; 
and yet the oral law says that no one can be a 
Ger without saoiiSoe, circumcision and bap- 
tism, or now, that' Nereis dO temple, wkfaottt 
the twoi lasti rteqOiiitetl' 

ifraiD^ vfpty "pa p*(j7 fiWD pw ntit' pn&v 
feto vfrc Vew TJ : janp' «^* tnpon m 'aaMOjT 

*^ At; ti^ pvekent time when diere- is' no 
mcMee^ dMmmcitden and baptism are neiSe9^ 
aary, and when^te temple ici Kebuilt, he must 
hring a' saetiilfliBb A Ger yrh6 is eireumeised' 
btttnolfbapti»Bd, or baptised but not circutti-' 
dsfed, is' not a Ger, until he be bodk baptised 
and ciroumoiafed.'* (Bilehoth Issui^ Biah, 
e. xiii. 5, 6.) This Rabbinical definition of 
what is meant by Ger^ restricts the exercise of 
duoity within a much narrower limit than that 
prescribed by God, and does, in fact, destroy 
one of the most beautiful features of the Mosaic 
law, namdy, ^e merciful provision which it 
makes for the relief of the stranger. The law 
of Moses haa the spirit of its divitae Author. 
He caUs himself «« a jiealouB God," and it 
may wdl be called a jealous law, watching 
carefully over every d^artare fkom truth, and 
punishing it rigorously: and yet, like God 
himself, this just jeaclousy is tempered with 
mercy, and beams with love. The oral law, 
on thiB oontrazy, is an envious and viiidietive 
code, and its ^eal degenerates into narrow- 
hearted bigotry. It would not only punish 
die idolater, but exdude every stranger from 
die pale of dbarity, unless he be a proselyte; 
and an Israelite too, if he had in any wise 
dared to transgress die Rabbinical commatids. 
A remarkable instance of diis hatred j to those 
whom it considers apostates^ occurs ih these 
laws respecting altn8glvfng^ The ond law 
says, that^ the most meritMious exercise of 
^Aiity is, theransoming of captives. 

cnatj pnK) rtm mso 
^ The raasomhig of eapdves goes before the 
feeding and dodiiog of the poor, send there is 
no oommandment sO great as this.** (Hili- 
diodi Matfnoth Anihn, c. 8.) And yet if a 
brother Israelite should defvfate from the Rab- 
bfaiical oommaads, the oral law makes it un. 
lawfiil to ransom him, at the same time that 
it enj(nns the ransinti of a' da(Ve if he be a 
proseljrte. 

irw ymrm mv) * raxow btrnn ^Tm piD 
•ft H5JT5T Dwrft if^aa ^triHTfrw pas nrm rrwo^ 

J innrt -now 
<^ A shvrwho^ i» lor captivity because he 



ha* received tAe bsiptisih of ifla^es, and taken 
upon himself the commandments, is to be 
red'eemed. Buf att Co a CapdvteWholiatf alfe^ 
even one commandment, if for instance he has 
eaten foU'bidden food in order to vex, it is for- 
bidden to ransom such an one." (Ibid.) 
Thus die ond law forbtds all compassfon even 
lio 80 Isi&elite^ if he is not of the Rabbinie' 
religion. The conduct which it prescribes 
towards poor Gentiles, " for the sake of the 
ways' of jMHee^^ wlw^tnt^DO, we havecoh- 
sidef«4 long stnoe r but the pvotdbition* to^ 
reijeivt) dms off die' GentHes^ deserves notice^ 
bere^ as it fiittliriies anodier proof of die cOlfu 
trcteeed viewfr of the tabbies, and theiUiehood 
o# the oi«l law. 
DW • w»ffi7ri&aon3rtprTp!^y^^ ^irw^TiDH 

Dittjo imw prrno p» njJTs^'^wtM"^ pbti rfrtcfo 
•mKi oni "a^ jW'i "laotD p^i5 h^tud^ Tsrffca 

; /* It fs UiilawAil for an Israelite to receive 

alms from the GeiltSles openly. But £f he 

cannot live by the alms Of Israel, and cannot 

reodve it from the Gentiles privately, then it 

is lawfiiL If a king or prince of the Gentiles 

I sends money to Israel as alms, it is not to be 

returned, on account of the peace of the king. 

idom. On the contrary, it is tb be recdved, 

but it is to be given^to-the poor of the Gentiles 

privatdy, so^ that the king may not hear of it" 

(Ibid.) Here the oral law endeavours to per* 

vert that kindly feding which should exist 

between all the familiesof man, and spumr a 

demonstraUon even of love, because it comes 

from a man of a difierbnt rdigion. At the 

same dme its authorS'had not die moral' coui.^ 

rage to do this openly and honesdy,. and if 

neiMU be^ suffer for oonsdence sake. Thc^' 

coramaad that the proffoed ahnir should be 

taken from the king, as if they mtended tode^ 

vote it to the object for which he gave it^ and 

then privately to apply i» a totally difi«rent 

purpose. This want of good faith shows' 

abundandy that the oral law does not' come 

from the God of truth. The narrow bigotry^ 

of the system thus neutralises all theindividnal' 

trials of^excellence which the oral law containp. 

They appear beautiful only when viewed apart 

fW)m dieir context, but the moment we view 

them in relation to the other parts of Rabbin. 

ism, tbdr beauty is gone* Thus the duty 

and eittent of alm^ving, as prescribed by 

jtbe oittA law, at first sLzht appears admirable ; 

(Iftit the narrow spirit of Ingotry by which it is 

|drcumScribed> totally destroys its moral value 

I in the sight of God atad man. Almsgiving. 

: is lovdy only when it is the offering of charity. 

:God looks not at die mere ontWiuil act of 

giving money, but at the he^ and if there 

ibe no love there, alm^iving is valudess in 

!his sight And how can any one pretend 

that diere is a gndn of true God-like charity 
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in tLtfakm which iu mi Btraagpf intopinieljrt^. 
frohibitB to help- & brother heiHrafle he is not of 
our own religious tentknents^. and ivfitfes evea 
to receive a wndneis from one of » difFeoent 
religion? i^,|i»t controst thie with the Chiis- 
tiaa doclnaei *' XiOVe you enemie% hleM 
them that cursr 700^ & good to them that 
hate jroHf and ymy for Aem which dei^itefii% 
use you, and persecute' you; that ye may be 
te diildren. of your Fatner wl^di iff in hesnrem: 
(at he maketh hia sun to rise on the evil and 
on the good, and sendeth raln^en the: JMst and 
the unjust. For if ye love thera: which love 
yiou, what reward have ve? Do not even the 
publicans the same ? And if ye salute your 
brethren only, whai; do ye mere than others ?* 
Do not even Uie publicans so ? Be ye theroi- 
fore perfaet,, even aayour Father which ist in 
heaven is perfect'* (Matt. v. 44^-48.) 

But the obbI.Uw not only preverts^ and fal. 
sifies the true doctrine eonoeraing chaiity,. 
but alsa misleads ita followers by tsachin^ 
them to think that almsgiving is a peculiwly 
meritorious act^ and will atone for oUier tinny-' 
gressions. Thus it is said — 
mso too viv njTK msoa invnh lan pm 
TDwv 'U'aH DTTOH Ty^'\nuh pVD n p i y . ro • rw» 
• npTar mvs^ vn ith my Taw po!> vran* n 
H^ mtDW noKTr rm piDno bktw* hd3 pm 
H^]*^M3Q Vhtw pm • »33iDn Hpsn "io«3«) rrpTsa 
i npTsa mtn rnon tdwjdi p*s lOMatD njnsa 
«> We are bound to be more careful respect- 
ing this commandment of alms Aan dbout 
any o^er of all the affirmative precepts, for 
almsgiving is a characteristic of the righteous 
seed of our father Abraham, as it is said, 'I 
loiow him that he will command his children 
to do alms.' " (Gen. xviiL 19). By almsgiving 
alone it is that the throne of Israel is es* 
tablished, and that the law of truth standedi, 
for it is said * by alms (literally in righteous- 
ness) thou shalt be established*' (Isaiah liv. 
14). 'Bf alms abne it ia that Israel shall be 
deliverecf, for it is said ''Zion shall be re- 
deemed with judgment, and her converts with 
ahns (righteousness).' (Itaiahl 27.) (Ibid. c. 
X. 1.)' Accmding to diis doctrine,, the man 
who gives alms naa the merit of upholding 
truUi in the world and helping to deliver 
Israel from captivity. But the following 
passage tells us that it will deliver from the 
punishment which he deserves, and which is 
already impending over his head :— 
Vsn aroi niwpn nmarr ith mm rrprnsn 

^'Almsgiving annuls the evil decrees, and 
in famine it dwvers from death, as happened 
to the widow of ^turepta." ( Jordi Deah, 3470 
And hence it is that, as we have seen, at Uie 
approach of the New Year the Rabbinists 
practise almsgiving abundantly, and also, that 
the survivors offer for the repose of the souls of 
their deoessed leUtions. The tendency of this [ 



doctrine is obtioiisly penileiM% fot it eifi^ 
; eeurages men to persist in sin^ undee the idea 
' that idmsgiving will compensate for aU other 
'. deficiencies. The doctrine itself is positiveljr 
I folse. Where does the Uw of Moses say thai 
almsgiving can puithase forgiveness ? iloses 
! reqiuires- obedience- to all the eommendraentSy 
I and he enjoins the practice of charity to the 
I poor, but he denounces wrath aglainst all trans- 
, gression. The doctrine of Moses is not, that 
! obedience to one command will compensate 
for disobedience to another, but ihat dnobedi- 
ence to one command will make obedience to 
others of none effect. The doctrine diat the 
giving of money to Ae poor can diange the 
course of God's judgment, or alter fhmi sen- 
tence, is itery little short of blaspbemy : for it 
represents him as an unjust judge who can be 
btibed, whose severity can be bought off, and 
whose favour ean be purchased with money. 
A moie degrading view of the Divine character 
can; scarseW- be imagined. Such conduct in m 
human juoge would stamp him with infamy, 
and cannot possibly be true of Him who is a 
God of truUi and justice. This one feature 
of Rabbmic religion is sufficient to prove that 
it is the invention of men, and of men too with- 
out any very exalted notion of justice and equity. 
Besides, this view of almsgiving ttdces away 
all the virtue of obedience and love to God, 
and turns it into a mere mercenary transaction. 
The great beauty of almsgiving is that it pr». 
oeeds from love to God and man, and that its 
ihotives be mercy and obedience. But the 
man, who gives alms in order to atone fbr 
other traosgressionsj or to avert the punish- 
ment which he deserves, is not performing an 
act either of obedience or charity, he is simply 
making a purchase and driving a bargain 
which is much to bis advantage. He has- got 
money, and with that money he can buy a 
house, or a horse, or deliverance from punish- 
ment. It is^ th^efore, a simple question of 
interest He considers which will be the 
most profitable investment of his money, and 
if he decide that deliverance from God's wrath 
is the most advantageous, he lays it out in 
almsgiving. Obedience, or love to God or 
man,, is hoe altogether out of the question. 
Can any one, who has got the law and the 

Srophets in his hands, imagine that such a 
octrine can come from G^? or can any 
reasonable being suppose, that escape from 
God's wrath, or the enjoyment of his fovour 
depends not upon man's moral worth, but 
upon his ability to give alms: in a word, 
that his salvation depends not upon the state 
of his heart, but the laving out of his money ? 
This one doctrine, if thoroughly believed and 
acted upon, would overturn the whole law of 
Moses, and offer life not to the obedient, but 
to the moneyed. 
In this doctrine of almsgiving, however, the 
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oral law em at the ver^r foundation. It has 
chosen the Hebrew word TXirrs to stand for 
'< almsgiving,** whereas its true signification 
is '^ righteousness," as may be easily proved 
by reference to passages where it cannot pos- 
ably signify ^* almi^ving,*' as for instance— 
msorr to n» rmxs^ 'wtw^ ^ "tab mm npsi 

:ws -ittwD ?T»rr KXh rwitn 
*^ And it shall be our righteousnea (not 
our almsgiving), if we observe to do all these 
commandments before the Lord our God as 
he hath commanded us." (Deut. vL 25.) 
Here 71^ cannot possibly signify almsgiving. 
And again, 

t npT2 ^b iTitjm mm j^own 

^'And he believed in the Lord; and he 
counted it to him for righteousness (not for 
almsgiving.)" (Gen. xv. 6.) And again, 

*'0 Lord, righteousness belongeth unto 
thee, but unto us confusion of face*' (Dan. 
ix. 7)) where it is impossible* to say that 
'' Almsgiving belongeth unto the Lord." 
The oral law is therefore guilty of perverting 
the meaning of one of the plainest and most 
commonly repeated words in the Bible, and of 
course of thereby giving an erroneous sense to 
the passages where it occurs. Thus it says, 
as we have seen above, '< that by almsgiving 
the throne of Israel is established and the law 
of truth standeth,*' and it proves this asser- 
tion by referring to a verse of Isaiah, where 
die word nplS occurs, and which signifies 
'' by righteousness shalt thou be established," 
but which it perverts to mean '^ by alms- 
giving thou shalt be established." Here then 
the oral law is plainly convicted of falsifying 
the Word of God, and perverting its meaning 
in order to serve its own purposes and favour 
its own false doctrine. To teach false doc- 
trine is bad enough, but to pervert the plain 
sense of Scripture is a great deal worse. 
Either charge, if proved, would be sufllcient 
to prove that the oral law is a false religion, 
but here both charges are proved together. 
The oral law here teases that almsgiving can 
do that which it cannot do, namely, bribe 
God to have mercy ; and it supports its false 
doctrine by interpreting nps to signify '^ alms- 



giving," whereas it plainly signifies ''righte« 
ousness.*' A religion guilty of such error 
cannot be from God. It is for the Jews, then, 
to consider whether they will persist in up- 
holding the truth of a system n^dch opposes 
the doctrines of Moses and the pidphets, and 
perverts the Word of God. The great boast 
of the Jews is, that they are fiuthful to Moses 
and to the religbn of Moses; but this boast 
is vain so long as they profess Judaism. If 
Moses were to rise from the dead, and get the 
oral law into his hands, he would not be able 
to recognise it as the religion which he left to 
Israel. And, as to the commands about 
almsgiving, he would not be able even to 
translate £hem, for in his time rrpi^ signified 
righteousness. 

The Prophet Isaiah would feel equal as- 
tonishment if he were to return and learn, that 
the oral law quoted him as an authority for 
the assertion, that Zion is to be redeemed, not 
with righteousness, but with almsgiving. And 
we doubt not that both Moses and Isaiah 
would protest as earnestly as we do against a 
doctrine based upon perversion. But it is ex- 
traordinary, if the Rabbinists really believe 
their own doctrine, that Israel can be delivered 
from captivity by almsgiving, Uiat they should 
set any bounds to their liberality, or ever stop 
giving, until the desired redemption be cfi'ected. 
If their doctrine be true, then all that they so 
earnestly pray for, is enturely in their own 
power. They know the means, and they pos- 
sess the means of terminating this long cap- 
tivity. They need only to give a suflSciency 
of alms, and, according to the oral law, even 
Zion itself shall be dd^vered. How extraor- 
dinary then, that they should have suffered so 
many centuries of misery to pass over their 
heads, and left their brethren to endure such 
calamities, when liberality in almsgiving could 
have put a period to all their sorrows. We 
think too liighly of Israel's charity to suppose 
for a moment that they would hesitate to make 
the sacrifice, if they were persuaded of its 
efiScacy. We must therefore infer, tliat they 
do not believe in the doctrine, and ask them, 
why do they profess a religion in which they 
do not believe ? 
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The great test of a man's faith in, and 
love to, his religion, is his practice. If a man 
live in open and perpetual transgression of 
its commands, no profession can satisfy us 
that he is in earnest, or that he really believes 
what his creed confesses. Now let the ad- 
vocates of the oral law examine themselves by 
this test. They profess to believe in, and 
to love the law of Moses ; and their great 
boast is, that Moses is their master, and that 
they are his disciples, but do they prove the 
reality ^f their faith by their obedience? 
They sometimes tax Christians with incon- 
sistency in professing to believe in Moses, 
and yet in neglecting the observance of certain 
ceremonial observances ; but are they them- 
selves more careful and less guilty in this 
matter ? We do not mean to allude to the 
weightier matters of the law, love to Gkxl 
and man t (hat is a question for the con- 
science, not a subject for controversy, but we 
refer to some mere external matters, easy of 
observance, and open to the cognizance of 
every man. Moses and the prophets have 
commanded that the priests, the Levites, 
D*>1^ D*3Tt3r?, should be the teachers of the 
law, and that from them the people should 
learn. Moses does not say one word about 
rabbles or wise men, D^^n, but restricts the 
office of teaching to the priests, the Levites : 
now, do the modem Jews obey Moses in this 
respect ? Who are their teachers of religion, 
and from whom do they learn? Are the 
priests and the Levites, the teachers of Israel, 
as Moses commanded, or are they taught by 
their rabbies and Chachamim, of whom Moses 
does not say one syllable ? 

We assert, that Moses has commanded that 
the priests, the Levites, should be the reli- 
gious teachers in Israel, and in proof we refer 
to the words of Moses himself. In the tenth 
chapter of knjn, Leviticus, he thus writes : — 

n«n V« "0«n y* \ -va^ x^rtA "?« mrp na-n 
•imDn K^i T3MD ^ !?« DDwaa ^jrw T3ai rrn« 

DM ^imo* »33 rw mninVi \ nirran pi ndtdh pi 
J muD Ta D>n*?« mrr in -i«« D^nn to 
<' And tlie Lord spake unto Aaron, saying, 
Do not drink wine nor strong drink, thou nor 
thy sons with thee, when ye go into the taber- 
nacle of the congregation, lest ye die : it shall 
be a statute for ever throughout your genera- 
tions : And that ye may put difference be- 
tween holy and unholy, ana between unclean 



and clean ; and that ye may teach the chil* 
dren of Israel all the stfitutes which the Loi4 
hath spoken unto them by the hand of Moses.*' 
Here the nature of the priest's office is clearly 
defined. It is, in the first place, to go into the 
tabernacle of the congreg(ation, and there to 
serve before the Lord: and secondly, to in- 
struct the children of Israel in the difference 
between holy and profane, clean and unclean, 
and especially to teach the children of Israel 
'^ ALL THE STATUSES,*' which the Lord 
had given to Moses. The commission is not 
only very comprehensive, but very exclusive. 
If the priests were to teadi '^ all the statutes,'* 
there is no room left for rabbies, or Chacha- 
mim, or any other description of teacher. The 
priests are the only divinely-accredited reli- 
gious teachers in Israel. 

If this passage stood alone, it would be 
quite sufficient to establish the doctrine ; but 
it does not Moses was particularly anxious 
to impress upon the Israelites the nature of 
the priestly office, and therefore repeats the 
instruction again and afl;ain. Thus in the 
law respecting a dead body found lying in a 
field, after commanding diat the elders and 
judges should come forth, he adds— 
yrini mrr -im oa »d >ib '32 D»3rorr wasi 
tei an ta pptt dtto ^ mrr nwa "paVi yrn^ 

<' And the priests the sons of Levi shall 
come near : for them the Lord thy God hath 
chosen to minister unto him, and to bless in 
the name of the Lord; and by their word 
shall every controversy and every stroke be 
tried." (Deut xxi. 5.) One should have 
thought that the elders and judges were 
enough in such a case. But not so. Gk)d 
had determined that the priests were to teach 
Israel '^ all his statutes," and therefore com- 
mands that they should be present in this 
case, that they should give the decision. 

Again, when Moses was about to part from 
Israd, and to leave tliem his dying benedic- 
tion, he was directed by the spirit of prophecy 
to impress upon them the same great truth, 
and in the most solemn manner. 
int33 "w« yron ttr«b "piHi Ton id« *i^ 
id«Vj va«^ iDi«r? tnano na V inann nooa 
>a rr Mb V3a n«i n^an vh rn» nw vmn vh 
ap3?^ y^xma iiv \ n^y "jmai yna^ now 

: '131 ^KTttrb "jmim 

'' And of Levi he said. Let thy Thummim 
and thy UriiTvbe with thy Holy One, whom 
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thou didst proiR at Manah, andvdth whom 
thou didst strive at the waters of Meribah t 
who said unto his father and to his motfaer,. I 
haye not seen him ; neither did he acknow- 
ledge his brethren, nor knew his own chil- 
dien : fyt ^ley hare observed thy word, and 
kept thy covenant. They shaU teach Jacob 
thy jitdgmenUf and Israel thy lavJ*^ (Deut. 
xxxiii. &— 10.) And as this doctrine forms 
4i part of Moses' hat wonbyso also it h foand 
in the last prophetic nwssage which i^od 
vouchsafed to IsiaeL Maladii, the last of 
the piopheta, reminds Israel— 
*3 wfdd rapi* mvii rei ttdbt |n3 *nw) ya 

t Mnnmwsnnrp -wte 

«< That the priest's lips should keep know, 
ledge, and they should seek the law st liis 
mouth? for he is the messenger of the hord 
of Hoots" (MaLiL7): » that if there be 
any one thing more plain than another in 
the Old Testament it is this, that the sons of 
Levi are the divinely-appointed religious 
teachers of Israel, and that it is the duty <of 
all Israeliles to seek instruction from them. 

It cannot be said that the pileats are not 
now wen known, and that on this account 
these commands have lost their fixoe; ftr 
those who iielieve in the otti law, profess to 
know the family of Levi, and in the syna- 
•ffogoe, at the reading of the law, the priest 
and the Levite are caUed up in a certain 
order. 

ihtkw Dm wn toroe Jinaoi • ^mtw inm-n ^b 
• itvw* ypu D3n *3D^ nnpb ovip ^twi or jro 
'^ At every time of readings the priest 
reads first, and after him the Levitt^ and aflcer 
him the Israelite. And the simple custom of 
the present time is, that a priest, even though 
he be an unlearned man (amhaaretz), tal^ 
precedence in reading before the most learned, 
who is only an Isradite." (UUchoth T'phil- 
lab, c zfl. 1&) And as the priests are thus 
supposed to hie known, so the oral law ex- 
pressly maimaios that they still retain dieir 
priestly ofiice, and are bound to discharge the 
idiities of it, so far as is possible, in the csp- 
tivity X and thereforo requires them to bios 
the people as Moses commandecL Indeed the 
firm conviction of the Talmudists on this sub- 
ject is strikingly exhibited in tiiefar assertion, 
diat a priest, idthough unlearned, or even no- 
•toriously wicked, is still not exempted ham 
his obligation to perform this duty. 
nw(*t)3 p)3icn nbn too th ib ttti vfw |rD 
1M nisoa pTpTo inn ddh lanw d"w d*dd 
^xva^ imoo trn vfro iw xtih 0*33*10 vxsn vmo 
-^ * im« W31D pn TKD n» mn: m *nn pm 
tyw '1HW37 'WW ]roi pnD te to twp 'vso ^w 
t mvson p rsom r«n rpvr wn mud now rw 
• m BTin lira V^n hqi no«ni rronn Vi 
'w» m"pm vfm '^srca n^ rtron Vop f «id 



^' A priest who has none of these disqualifi- 
cations for the lifting up of hands, even 
though he be not learned, nor accurate in the 
commandments; and although his com- 
panions make a mock of him, or his dealings 
should not be righteous, still he is to Bit up 
his hands [to bless], and is not to be pre- 
veated, for this is an affirmative pieeept Usd- 
ing upon every priest, who is otherwise quatt- 
fira ; and we must not say to a wicked man. 
Away, thou wicked manj oe thou dismialifiea 
from keepingthe oommandments. uo not 
adc, saying. What profit can then be hi 4lie 
blessing of this simple fellow ? for the re- 
ceiving of the blessing does not depend upon 
the pnests, but upon the Holy One, Ueued 
be He, for it la said, < They shall mU mr 
name upon die children of larsely and I wlH 
bless tbiem.' The priests perform the duty 
commanded them, and 0<xli in his mercy, 
blesses Israel according to his pleasnie." 
(Ibid* c XV. fi.) The existence, tken, of the 
priests, and their continued obligation to per- 
form sudi official duties as are now possiUs^ 
are fiiHy acknowledged, yea, it is even a^ 
sorted that a wicked priest is by no mrans to 
be prevented from doing his duty : it has alao 
been plainly prored, fran the words of Moses 
and the prophets, that it is the duty of the 
priests to teadi, and of the Isradiles to be 
taught by them : and no man can deny that 
the performance of this duty is possible. The 
destruction of the temple has mevented the 
priest from saaifidng, but it has made no 
diflfoience with regard to the possibility «f 
teadiing: it is, ttoefbre, a faur question to 
propose to those who bosst in their obedienoe 
to the law of Moses, Hew U this Mosaic 
command respecting the teaching qf the km 
fulfilled? Aie the priests the Levites the re- 
lid^s teachers in all Jewish conftre|;ations ? 
or have they been excluded from the ofiloe as- 
signed to tliem by Moses? and is it occupied 
by others to whom Moses did not give it ? 
£very Jew must answer that this command 
of Moses is utterly disregarded— that the 
office of the priesthood, as establlahed by 
Moses, has now scarcely the shadow of an 
existence amongst die Jews— that the rabbles, 
Chachamim, and the Melamm'dim are unii 
versally the religious teachers— and that h«a- 
dreds, if not thousands, of the priesU are left 
in utter obscurity, and not a few in destitu- 
lioni Jetemiah complained of the heathen—. 
1 1M03 m xy^xtan 'id 

** They respected not the persons of the 
priesU" (Lam. Iv. 16); but it is equally ap. 
plicable to the/ adherents of the oral law. 
Here and there a son of Levi may be a rabbi, 
and then he has the honour attached to the 
rabbinical ofiice; but the Mosaic hiatitntionof 
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tUe fffiea^heodt is the moimted order of xeli- 
gious Ceadicn tolnad, u utteiljr difor^puiSed. 
Moses declares, as we have Men aboye, ihat 
it is the priest's office ^' to distingntoh helween 
holy and iinboly, and between cleaa and ua* 
cleui ;'* but if a Jew has got a nbMtD, a ques- 
tion or 1 di^cuUy, it ^ to the rabbi that he 
goes to get Ihe dedsioo. j&loses says that the 
priests 9re appointed by Gtod *^ to ieach Isad 
ill the statutes which the Lord hath spoken 
to them ;*' but now men ane made zabbies 
and Mdamm^dim who do not pretend to be 
of the family of I^evit and there are ooogre- 
gations evta where there is- no Levite nor 
priest at all, and where, therefore, this com- 
mand is utterly despised. But the worst 
feature in this disobedience is, that it is 8ys« 
tematic. It is not one of the casuaUifs of the 
captivity, but it Is die deliberate aim of the 
oral law to degrade the priesthood, as estab- 
lished by Mcrns, wnA to set up above it ano* 
ther office, tl^ of rabbi, of which Moses does 
not say one word. The oral law, instead of 
depreotting the possibility of an JsradUe con- 
gregation existing without « priest a son of 
Levi, quietly lays down the law for doing 
without them. When prescrsbiiu; the order 
in which persons are to be calied up to Ihe 
reading of the law, it says— 

• Vta n^ rvTH nto* «^ 4rw» n^ jro 0© f« 
^ If there be no priest there, then an 
Israelite is to go uPf but no Levite is to follow 
hhn." (Ibid., c. zil. 19*} And again, 

u*vh tus rnSo ^a>jpD Vta jttd tanb pi tan 

^*' But if the congreigation haa no priest at 
all, when the reader comes to Uiat part of the 
pn^eis he is to s^," &c (Ibid., c. xv. 10*) 
Now if the oral law were anxious to maintain 
the institudon of Moses it could make no 
such supposition. On the contrary it would 
urge upon every congregation the indispen- 
sable necessity of having a priest of the family 
of Levi« The supposition shows that its 
luthors cared but Uttle about the commands 
of Mofles> for where there is no priest it is 
plainly impossible for the people to obey that 
(often-repeated precept to team the law inm 
the sons of |jevi. And yet the authors of the 
cmA lifv, who care so little for this command- 
mwt of MosfS about the priests, command 
the appi^lntmeRt of Melamm'dim, or scfaocd- 
inasteiii^ under pain of utter destruction. 
to'i ronoT rvno V5J npi^'n noVo p*«yiD 
V© rnjyo'n m pw -vy tarwi t» teai -jVm "po 
X^vmo'o "W yvn *«»t n» fonrro \n n»a 
:Ta?nn»fDnrTD la^tm m^tw dwi mpa^n nobo 

^ Teachers ftf children are to be established 
. in every province and district and dty. And 
every city iq which there are not schocd- 
children the men of that city are to be visited 
with the Cherem, and if they still neglect, the 
city itself is to be devptsd*^' (Hilch. TaUn* 



Toraky c ii.) Whtm we see (hem enforce 
this commandment of their own with sudi 
seal and eeverihr, and yet appear so cardesS 
and negligent about the command of Moses, 
we jumy infer thai this oegleot was inten- 
tional, and that the object was to exalt them- 
selves, and to doness that office which Ood 
himaelf had ordained* And this inference is 
abundantly confirmed by >an TCD no^ the 
numerous and minute laws respecting the 
honour due to a rabbi, whilst the reroect due 
to the £amihr of Levi is almost enthrdy disre* 
garded, md his office evidently depeciated 
below that of the former. As, for wstance, 
in establishing the order in whidii captives are 
to be redeemed, the oral law says the priest la 
to be redeemed before the Levite, and the 
Levite before the Israelite, but then adds— 
* msisTQ yw ormo vfKon dhidm Dnii tiosl 
asn ToVn -ytao) finn ra^ Vna pD rm d» Vm 

<<In what case does this hold good? In 
case that thejr were both equal in wisdom* 
But if the high priest be an unlearned man, 
and an illegitimate child be the discmle of a 
wise man (chaduunX the latter is to have the 
preoedence.** (Hikdioth Matt'ooth Aniim, 
c. viii 17,) Here the office of the pri^thood 
and even of the high priesthood itself is put 
below that of the rabbi or duwham, and the 
Intention of the rabbinists to exalt themsdves, 
and their utter disregard for the law of Moses 
and his commandments, is especially apparent. 
The high priest was the dUef person in the 
whole Momic dispensation. Without him 
the blood of the offering could not be carried 
into the holy of holies on the day of atone* 
ment, and yet the oral law aays, that if he 
and an illegitimate child, that is, the least 
honoured person in Israd, be both in cap- 
tivity, and the latter be the disdple of » 
rabbi, he is to be redeemed first. It is need- 
leas to add any further proof of the foct that 
the command of Moses, respecdng the fomily 
of Levi, is systematically and intentionally 
transgressed by the authors and adherents of 
the oral law. The priests, the Levites, haw 
been thrust out of that ofiioe whid) God gavo 
them, and others have been made the religious 
teachers of Israd who have no right at all to 
this appointment. How then can the modern 
Jews pretend to be xealous for the law of 
Moses? They are living in plain and sys- 
tematic violation of one of his plainest com- 
mands. It will not do to toy that the office 
of rabbi is also of divine appointment An 
assertion which nullifies a Mosaic institution 
must have the most unexceptionabie evidence. 
Its proof must be at least as dear as Uie 
original appointment To persuade any real 
lover of the Mosaic law that the rabbies have 
a right to thrust out the family of Levi from 
ttidr office, and to take it upon themsdves. 
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the express declaration of God is absolutely 
necessary. And if tlie rabbies could prove, 
which they cannot, that they are the lawful 
teachers of Israel, it would necessarily follow* 
that the Mosaic law has been dianged, 
and then one of the chief dogmas of 
modem Judaism, the immutability of the 
Mosaic law, is entirely overthrown. Wlien 
Moses gave the law the priests were the 
religious teachers of Israel. Since the do- 
minion of the oral law, not the priests, but 
the rabbies have been the teachers. Here 
then is an important, yea, an organic change 
in the Mosaic constitution. This change then 
is either unlawful or lawfVil. If it be unlaw, 
ful, then the rabbies have no right to be the 
teachers of IsraeL If it be lawfUl, then to 
change and alter the Mosaic law is lawful, 
and men modem Judaism, wliich teaches that 
there can be no change, is false. This is the 
only alteroatiye which modem Jews can 
adopt,— they must either maintain the immu- 
tabili^ of the law at the expense of the 
rabbinic office, or they must assert the legiti- 
macy of the rabbinic office at the expense of 
the law. In either case the oral law is con- 
victed of teaching falsehood ; and in neither 
case can the modern Jews make a boast of 
loyalty to the law of Moses. They charge 
Christians with disregarding and transgressing 
the Mosaic law, but let them point out, even 
in the practice of Gentile Christians, any one 
apparent transgression more heinous than the 
expulsion of the family of Levi from the office 
to which Moses appointed them. The fact 
is notorious. This family is everywhere 
n^lected and in obscurity, struggling with 
the cares and business of the world, instead of 
occupying the station given to them by 
Moses. Let all the lovers of modern Juda- 
ism consider this ^Eict, and then ask them- 
selves how they can pretend to be keeping the 
law of Moses? Let them remember that 
they have themselves made a change in the 
law by appointing rabbies instead of the 
priests, and that, if they defend this change, 
they teach the very same doctrine which they 
blame in Gentile Christians, namely, the mu- 
tal^ility and abrogation of the Mosaic law. 
Of course we do not mean to dictate to Israel 
in this matter. If they are conscientiously 
persuaded that the institutions of Moses have 
been abrogated, they can then consistently 
maintain the appointment of rabbies, but let 



them give up their common, though mistaken, 
argument against Christianity. But if they 
believe what they so commonly profess, that 
the law of Moses is not, and cannot be 
abrogated, .then let them act consistently, re- 
nounce the oral law, and restore the family of 
Levi to the office from which modem Judusm 
has excluded them for so many centuries. 
To foUow the oral law, and at the same time 
to obey the written law of Moses in this 
matter, is plainly impossible. The oral law 
is for the rabbies and the Chach«mim..»the 
words of Moses are for the fkmily of Levi. 
The Jews may, and of course wiU, choose as 
they think best ; but, if they determine upon 
maintaining the rabbinical system, let them 
not pretend to be followers of Moses. Let 
them honestly confess that they do not like 
Moses and his laws, and that tney prefer the 
new and modem religion of the rabbies. The 
subject is important to all Israel, but espe- 
cially so to the sons of Levi themselves. 
God gave them the important charge of 
instructing the house of Israel in his laws, 
are they then at liberty to resign their sacred 
office into the hands of others? Has God 
dispensed them from obedience to his com- 
mand? If so, what obligation rests upon 
them to bless the people? By lifting up 
their hands and blesdng the people, they con- 
fess that their office still continues; and, if 
so, the obligation to perform all its duties 
continues also. Either the law of Moses is 
abrogated, or the priests are still the appointed 
religious teachers of IsraeL 

The priests have the same alternative as the 
people, i. e. either to assert the rights and 
perform the duties of their priestly office, or 
honestly to acknowledge diat they do not be- 
lieve in Moses, nor care for his religion, but 
that their religion is that of the rabbles. The 
responsibility is however much heavier on the 
family of Levi than on Israelites of another 
tribe. To the sons of Levi, God committed 
the honourable office of instructing IsraeL 
They have been set as the wau£men in 
Israel, and are therefore answerable, not only 
for their own neglect, but for the error and 
destraction of the people. It is then high 
time for them to remember their duty and the 
zeal of theur forefathers in extirpating error, 
and to show themselves worthy of their high 
origin, and of their divine appointment, by 
opposing the errors of the oral law. 
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It is an indisputable fact, that the modem 
Jews have entirely cast off the laws of Moses 
respecting the priests of the family of Levi, 
and have chosen and appointed to themselves 
other teachers, of whom Moses says nothing. 
What was the cause of such extraordinary 
conduct in those who profess a great zeal for 
the law of Moses, we do not now profess to 
inquire; but we think that every Jew ought 
to have a very good reason for thus wilfully, 
systematically, and continually transgressing 
the commandments of God. He ought, at 
the very least, be able to show that the doc- 
trines of these new teachers are far superior to 
those of the religious teachers appointed by 
J\Io8es ; and that the superabundant excellence 
and wisdom of Rabbinic teaching does, at 
least, justify the change which they have 
made in the Mosaic law. We have had occa- 
sion in these papers to consider the nature of 
the new doctrine chosen instead of the law of 
Moses, and to us it certainly appears that 
" The Old Paths" were better. To-day we 
propose to illustrate the Rabbinic notions of 
the Deity, and do not intend by any means to 
select the most objectionable representations 
contained in the Rabbinical writings, but shall 
confine ourselves to a few well-known pas. 
sages, which are intended to explain to us the 
mode in which God spends his time. Con- 
cerning the day, the rabbics say that it is 
spent in the following manner : — 

m'Vn ni3W«*in mo ditt nn my« 'iw '>n«) 
Dbiyn b3 rw ni yov nva^j mim pDw yQy\* 
'ddq tois? rp^7D DT«? '>^rTn3«7 mm«j p^D ^b^^ 

m*m D»:^3 »s*3 Ty u^iatn >:ipo iVia own ta 
^2 pTvsh m^* m p>ib ':«? |nn^ or prroDi a«n^ 

<< The day has twelve hours. The first 
three, the Holy One, blessed be He, sits and 
occupies himself in the law. The second, he 
sits and judges the whole world. Wlien he 
perceives that the world deserves utter de- 
struction, He stands up from the throne of 
judgment, and sits on the throne of mercy. 
The third, he sits, and feeds all the world, 
from the horns of the unicorns to the eggs of 
the vermin. In the fourth, he sits and plays 
with Leviathan, for it is said (Psalm civ. 26.), 
< The Leviathan whom thou hast formed to 



play therewith.' ** (Avodah Zarah, fol. iii., 
col. 2.) In another place we have an account 
of the manner in which the night is spent :— 

^kw* iMw ^b^p p i«nj7 pyoo a^ttj* diidd 'rr 

: ima ^ 
*' Rabbi Eliezer says, The night has three 
watches, and at every watch, the Holy One, 
blessed be He, sits and roars like a lion, for it 
is said, ^ The Lord shall roar from on high, 
and utter his voice from his holy habitation ; 
roaring he shall roar upon his habitation.' " 
(Jer. XXV. 30.) And again, a little lower 
down, the same assertion is made in the name 
of two other rabbles, and the cause of God's 
roaring assigned. 

a«n» 1DW31 iDttjTi ta ^ nVVn nn miDtJo 
»n>a n« »mimj ^im idiw n«3 aMittn ra"pr? 
niDiM y^b *3a riM >n^am ^byn rw »ninttn 

^' Rabbi Isaac, the son of Samuel, says, in 
the name of Rav, The night has three watches, 
and at every watch, the Holy One, blessed be 
He, sits and roars like a lion, and says, Woe 
is me that I have laid desolate my house, and 
burned my sanctuary, and sent my children 
into captivity amongst the nations of the 
world." (Berachoth, fol. iU., col. 1.) Now 
we ask every reasonable man whether this is 
a representation worthy of the Creator of 
heaven and earth ? We are told here, first, 
that God is like a man in observing day and 
night— >that he has set times for different em- 
ployments, and a time for amusement. We 
are told, secondly, that instead of comprehend- 
ing all things past, present, and to come, at 
all times, and Instead of upholding all things 
by the continual fiat of his omnipotent rule, 
that he is obliged to consider each thing in 
succession ; and that, like a poor frail child of 
man. He can do only one thing at a time. 
And thirdly, we are here informed, that the 
Divine Being sits all night, and mourns like a 
child, over an act which he rashly committed, 
but now wishes to have undone. Is this a fit 
representation of Deity, or is it awful blas- 
phemy ? How different is the description 
given by Moses — *' Lord, thou hast been our 
dwelling-place in all generations. Before the 
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mountains were brought forth, or ever thou 
hadst formed the earth and the world, even 
from everlasting to everlasting, thou art QoA. 
A thousand years in thy sight are but as yes* 
terday when it is past, and as a watch in the 
night" (Ps. xc. 1 — 4); and again, that other 
beautiful passage of the Psalmist, ^' Of old 
Thou hast laid the foundations of the earth ; 
and the heavens are the work of thy hands. 
They shall perish, but thou shalt endure; 
yea all of them shall wax old like a garment : 
and as a vesture shalt thou change them, and 
they shall be changed; but Thou art the 
same, and thy years shall have no end.** 
(Ps. cii* 25 — 270 ^^ ^oth these passages, 
unchangeableness, entire freedom from all 
vicissitude and succession, is presented to our 
view as the prominent feature in the character 
of Deity. Whereas, the God whom the 
rabbles describe, is a being subject to the same 
alterations as ourselves, and liable to change, 
in its worst form, that is, to that change of 
will which ensues on disappointed expectations. 
They say, that their God destroyed his temple 
and sent his children into captivity, and that 
now he is very sorry for it, and vents the bit- 
terness of his grief in lamentations compared 
to the roaring of a lion. Such a deity is no 
more like the God of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, than Jeroboam's calves. He may not 
have a graven image, but he has nevertheless an 
idol, not indeed of gold or silver, but of the 
imagination. Nothing can be more different 
than the Being described by the rabbles, and 
that God declared in Moses and the Prophets. 
And yet on this very point, where the oral law 
errs so grievously, Christianity maintains the 
truth. The New Testament declares unto us 
the same Being revealed in the Old. It says, 
" Every good gift, and every perfect gift is 
from above, and cometh down from the Father 
of lights, with whom is no variableness, neither 
shadow of turning." (James i. 17') 

But the rabbles falsely ascribe to God not 
only variableness, but imperfect knowledge 
also. They say, that He spends a fourth 
part of the day in the study of the law. Now 
either God knows the law, or he does not If 
he does know the law, then study is useless ; 
and if he does not, then his knowledge is im- 
perfect, and either supposition is altogether 
unworthy of the Deity. Indeed it is very 
difficult to argue against a doctrine so mon. 
strous, or to show the full absurdity where the 
subject is so grave and sacred. But we put 
it to the good sense of every Israelite, and ask 
him whether he can believe that the God of 
knowledge studies in his own law ? Is not 
such an assertion a blasphemous falsehood, 
and does it not show that those who made it 
were themselves utterly devoid of all true 
knowledge of God ? Some persons endeavour 
to excuse this blasphemy by saying that the 



words are not to be taken literally, and that 
the rabbles employed oriental figures. But 
this will not save the credit of the oral law ; 
for if we admit the figure, we cannot excuse 
the blasphemy contained in the assertion, that 
God studies the law one fourth of every day. 
No man that has any reverence for his Creator 
would venture to use such language, not even 
in the way of a parable. It proves in every 
case that those rabbles were totally devoid of 
that reverence which is due to God, and there- 
fore most unfit teachers of religion. But, 
further, if these passages be figurative, what 
is the real sense ? What is meant by studying 
in the law, or playing with Leviathan, or 
uttering complaints at the beginning of every 
watch in the night; or what is intended by 
ascribing to God one sort of employment in 
the day and the other in the night ? It is not 
enough to say that these are all figures con- 
veying the most profound wisdom ; this 
assertion mubt be proved by showing what this 
wisdom is. Let the Rabbinists explain these 
figures satisfactorily, and they will then have 
some chance of being believed, though even 
that would not amount to a proof, that the 
authors of these passages intended that they 
should be understood mystically. It is a 
certain fact that many of the rabbles have 
understood these and similar passages literally. 
In the commentary on the assertion, ^' That 
in the second three hours God sits and judges 
the world," we are told, that some believed 
this so firmly as to think that on this very 
account the additional form of prayer, called 
fiDlQ, was prescribed. 

'^ Some say, that on this account the words 
' Let him turn from his place,' have been 
appointed in the sanctification of the Musaph, 
for this part of the prayer generally occurs in 
the second three hours, when he is sitting in 
judgment, and that we pray that he may turn 
from the throne of judgment, and sit on the 
throne of mercy." Those who held this 
opinion plainly thought, that the hours were 
literal hours, and that the distribution of the 
day into four different employments was not 
figurative, but reaL These persons, therefore, 
believed that God studies in the law, that he 
plays with Leviathan, and observes the dis- 
tinction of day and night And it must be 
confessed that, if they believed in the Talmad, 
they had good reason for this literal interpret- 
ation, as the corresponding passage, respecting 
God's roaring like a lion at every watch ^ 
the night, cannot be explained figuratively, if 
it be taken in connexion with its context. 
The context contains a discussion about real, 
not figurative night-watches. The question 



proposed b; the Hlslitik la, Unti! vliat honi 
of the night is it lawful to perfomi the evenine- 
readiD^oftbeSh'mah laael (Hear, O larael). 
R. Eliezer tttji. It is lawful until the eai of 
the Gnt witch. The Oemara then contideii 
wlint the nbbi could mean bythiadelinitioii — 
in rmtMTO '3 MDp v tb^ -n laop •»« 
nvffiiTio pa-w Tacp in niW) SJw it nd"^ nVm 
tnVo *^Kp D^s6 mpffi ^c6w TT mo^'t 7t^^ irr 
'PVT3 nnriim ton V'rii; ktti nVirn in rnoim 

'^ What did R. Eliczer mean P If he 
meant that the night had three watchea, he 
ought to have caid until (he fourth hour : hut 
if he meant that the aight has four walchei, 
he ought to have aaid until the thin] hour. I 
There can be no doubt that he meant that (he I 
nighi has three walchQK, and intended to taj, 
that there are watches in heaven and walches ' 

upon earth, for the Barciiha Gays, See." . 

And then foUoKE (he paaiage, saying, that in i 
each watch Ood idsib like a linn. It cannot, 
then, be pretended that the night-watches bf re 
are figuratire or myBtioal. It is expressly 
■aid that there are the same watches in heaven 
and earth, and the whole question !■ about the ' 
real distiibulioo oTtime. The foUowins con- I 
text is equally unequtrocal. R. Eiiezer, 
immediately after saying that in each watch : 
Ood roars like a lion, goes on la give the signs ' 
whereby each watch may be recognised even 
Id the dark. 

fTTtj tiro -Yion munn rrmoo -oii ptn 
nran toh lua pir pim mrbm o^ma D-ah 

" The sign ot the Ihing is— In the first 
watch the ass brays { in the second watch the 
dogs bark; in the third walch the infant 
sucks at its mother's breast, and the wife talks 1 
with her husband." This ia plain matter-of- 
fact nay of speaking, and proves, beyond a 
doubt, that (be whole pasi^ is to be taken ' 
literally. And if any doubt at all remained, | 
it i> entirely removed, a linle lot 



one of (be ruins of Jerusalem to pray, and 
that whilst he was engaged in prayer, (he 
Prophet Ulijah came to the entrance of the 
min, and very dvilly wtuted for him until he 
had concluded, when (bey had some conversa- 
tion leather. Amongst olher ] 
Jose rdaies as follows 1 — 
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WT 'tM MTP p« pm mcTTO "mVi nmn 'rai 
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I m rfanv sirt li na "p irvas im» pfffam 
I iva 

' " And he (Eliss) sud to me^ What sort of 
a voice didst thou hear in the ruin ? I said 
to him, I heard a Bath Eol cooing like a 
dove, and saying. Woe is me that I have de- 
solated my house, and burnt my sanctuary, 
and sent my diildren into captivity amongst 
the naliona. And he said unto me, As thou 
livest, and ihy head liveth, it is not at this 
hour only, but three times every day the voica 
says iheie words. And not Only so, but when 
the Igraelitei enter the synsgi^ues, and the 
houses of study, and aay, ' Amen, may his 
great name be blessed,' the Holy One, blessed 
be He, shakes his head, and tays. Blessed is 
the King who ia praiKd in bis house: but 
what profit has the bther who sends bis 
children into captivitv," &c Here we hav* 
the (eslimony of R. Jose to the truth of tha 
fact, that God doea thua complain in tlie 
manner described above, and we have the 
Prophet Elijah swearing that this happena 
three limes every day. Il is plain, thererors, 
that the authors of the Talmud knew of no 
mystical interpretation and intended nooe. It 
was their aimple belief that Ood observed tb« 
three watches of the night, and at the begin- 
ning of each roared like a lion. And if this 
passage rnust be token literally, why ahould 
the other passage respecting the distribution 
and employments of the day be taken figura* 
lively P The literal interpretation of the ooe 
furnishes a strong argument for the literal in. 
(erpretalion of (he other. And It is certainly 
of no use to ascribe a mystical aense to the 
one, whilst the olher is ioterpreled literally. 
The advocates of the oral law gain nothing by 
it, for the one is not more absurd nor more 
unworthy of the Deity than (he other. No- 
thing can exceed the foily of representing Ood 
ss observing the night-watches, and roaring 
like a lion for grief, because he sent Israd 
into captivity. Nothing can be more blas- 
phemous (ban the assertion that God does not 
foresee the results of his own actions, and that 
he is afterwards obliged to sit down and mourn 
over what he has done. This one passage, 
which cannot be explained away, ia quite sul?l- 
cient to show that the rabbles were utterly 
ignorant of the nature of God ; and that, how- 
ever they might be acquainted with the letter 
of the Law and the Prophets, they knew 
nothing of the real meaning of their writings. 
This one exceas of folly and absurdity entirdy 
overthrows all Uie dums and pretensions (if 
the oral law in which it is found. 

But there is another feature in the passage 
which we cannot pass without notice, and that 
is, the total disregard of truth which il manl- 
feats. R. Jose's story is evidently a barefaced 
iuid wilful lie, unless we say, that when he 
went into the ruin to pray, tie fell asleep, and 
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dreamed tliat he heard the Bath Kol and had 
this cunverRation with Elijah ; but either sup- 
position will equally destroy the credit of the 
Talmud. If it be a lie, it is one of the most 
profane and wicked lies that can be imagined. 
"We have here a professed teacher of the law 
telling not only a falsehood about his inter* 
course with Elijah, but daring falsely to assert 
that he heard the voice of God mourning over 
the ruins of the temple. The most profane 
and wicked lie that can be devised is that 
which introduces God himself, and trifles with 
the sacred character of the Deity. If this 
story be a lie, it oversets the Talmud and the 
Talmudical religion at once. A religion 
built upon falsehoods, must itself be necessa- 
rily false. But if the other supposition be 
adopted, that R. Jose mistook a dream for a 
reality, what shall we say of a religion whose 
teachers tell their dreams as sacred truths? 
And what shall we say of the compilers of the 
Talmud, who were unable to detect the folly 
and profanity of this narrative, and actually 
inserted it in their oral law as an undoubted 
fact? This supposition may save R. Jose 
from the unhappy character of a liar, but it 
will not do much towards proving the truth of 
the oral law ; for there it is not given as a 
dream, but as a fact. R. Jose was silly 
enough to tell his dream as a reality ; and the 
rabbies to whom he told it were silly enough 
to believe ; and the most learned men of the 
Rabbinists at that time were silly enough to 
embody it in their collection of holy and un- 
doubted traditions. We do not mean to 
ascribe any peculiar degree of folly to the 
rabbies. Persons calling themselves Chris- 
tians have been just as foolish, have believed 
stories just as absurd, and have handed them 
down as religious truths. But then, we do 
not receive these legends as a part and parcel 
of our religion. We are as free to say of 
them, as of the Talmudic fables, that they 
are wicked falsehoods. But the modern Jews 
tell us that the Talmud is a divine book- 
that it contains their religion, and that without 
it Moses and the Prophets are unintelligible ; 
and therefore we point out these fables as 
plain proofs of the falsehood of such an asser- 
tion. We wish to direct the Jewish attention 
to that system which they have called their 
religion for the last eighteen hundred years, 
and which they have preferred to Christianity. 



We desire that they should consider what 
they have gained, by expelling the family of 
Levi from the teacher's office and choosing the 
rabbies as their religious guides. We ask 
every Israelite of common sense, whether R. 
Jose and his companions are trustworthy 
leaders in the way to salvation ; and whether 
they are still prepared to follow the religion of 
a man who can only be acquitted of being a 
liar by admitting that he is a dreamer ? Or, 
whether they still choose to worship the 
Deity proclaimed by the rabbies — a Deity 
subject to succession of time— imperfect in 
knowledge so as to require daily study- 
requiring amusement, and therefore playing 
for three hours every day with Leviathan-, 
and liable to disappointment, so as to be 
obliged to spend the night, in mourning over 
one of his most deliberate and solemn acts ? 

We are sure that every Israelite would be 
sadly offended at being told, that he does not 
worship the God of his fathers, but a strange 
god, invented by the imagination of the rab- 
bies ; and yet, if he worship the god of the 
Talmud, it is nothing but the truth. The 
god of the Talmud is certainly not the God 
of the Bible. Israelites are often shocked at 
the folly and wickedness of those whom they 
see falling down before stocks and stones ; 
and yet, if they receive the oral law, and 
believe in a Deity who plays with Leviathan, 
&c., the object of their worship is not a whit 
more rational. They are just as guilty of 
idolatry, and the only way in which they can 
clear themselves from the charge is, by reject- 
ing the oral law, and forsaking that supersti- 
tion which the rabbies have palmed off upon 
them as the religion of their fathers. It is a 
most deplorable and melancholy sight to be- 
hold that nation, which once was the sole de- 
pository of truth, enslaved by a system so 
senseless ; but it is more melancholy still to 
think, that there is not one among her sons 
who has the moral courage to denounce its 
falsehood, and to vindicate the truth as taught 
by Moses. The priests, the sons of Levi, 
were once zealous for the honour of God, and 
united with Moses in destroying the golden 
calf; but where are they now, and where is 
their zeal ? Alas ! they too, are found 
amongst the worshippers of the Talmudical 
deity, and uphold the system which has ex- 
pelled them from their holy office. 
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That the people, at present scattered oyer 
the whole world, and known by the name of 
Jews, are descendants of the chosen people of 
God, we freely admit. That the Old Testa- 
ment contains prophecies of their future return 
to the God and the land of their fathers, and 
their subsequent happiness and glory, we 
firmly believe: but, that the religion which 
they at present profess is the religion of 
Moses, we confidently deny. Modern Judaism 
has not retained the doctrines of Moses ; no 
not even with respect to the fundamental ar- 
ticle of religion, the nature of God. Our last 
number showed how widely the rabbles have 
departed from the Scripture representation of 
the divine character, and the number preced- 
ing proved that the Jews have not retained 
even the outward form of the Mosaic edifice. 
Indeed we know not any problem more diffi- 
cult of solution than, to assign a reason, why 
the Rabbinic Jews profess any respect at all 
for Moses, when they have rejected both the 
form and the substance of his teaching. If 
they boldly denied his authority, or asserted 
that the Mosaic law was long since abrogated, 
and the Rabbinic precepts given in its stead, 
we could at least give them credit for con- 
sistency ; but at present we cannot possibly 
divine their motives for professing attachment 
to the lawgiver of their forefathers. Their 
conduct for ages would appear to indicate a 
fixed determination to get rid and keep clear 
of every thing Mosaic, and that for the mere 
purpose of having something else ; for no one 
can pretend, that the new law and the new 
teachers, that they have chosen, can lay any 
claim to superior excellence or antiquity. Of 
the value of the Rabbinic teaching we have 
given many proofs; and now think of ex- 
amining a little the novelty of the Rabbinic 
order. It is certain that the word, rabbi, does 
not occur in the law of Moses nor the prophets ; 
it Is, therefore, clearly not Mosaic This one 
fact does in itself go far to shake the authority 
of modern Judaism and the oral law. There 
we cannot go a step without hearing of the 
rabbles — Rabbi Eliezer said this, and Rabbi 
Bar Bar Chanah said that The whole oral 
law is made up of the sayings of the rabbics, 
and yet neither their name nor their order was 
so much as known to Moses our master. 
The other favourite appellation of the Tal- 
mudic doctors D3n Chacham, or wise man, does 



indeed occur, and it appears from the prophets, 
that there were some even in their time who 
laid exclusive claim to that epithet, but un- 
fortunately the prophets bring against them 
the very same charge, which we prefer aeainst 
their successors, namely, that they had for- 
saken the law of Moses. 
p« i3n« mrr mim lamw D^Din 'i-)D«n n3»w 
D*D3n ittrairr : onEno ip© or rroj? ^p^b narr 
: Dr6 rro riQ^m id«o mrr -aia n:rr Mm inn 
^^ How do ye say, We are wise (Chacha* 
mim) and the law of the Lord is with us ? 
Lo certainly in vain made he it ; the pen of 
the scribes is in vain. The wise men (Cha- 
chamim) are ashamed : lo, they have rejected 
the word of the Lord; and what wisdom is in 
them?" (Jer. viu. 8— 9.) The rabbles will 
scarcely acknowledge that they have succeeded 
these persons in their office, and yet if they 
give up such passages as these, they must ab- 
dicate all claim to antiquity. Indeed some 
of them plainly acknowledge that the rabbles 
are a new order of men, and that the word 
rabbi was not heard of until less than a cen- 
tury before the destruction of the second 
temple. Thus the Baal Aruch says— 
vn vh iND D'Vni vrro D^3w«^n rrm-rm 
"^la^T^b Mb am mVi »ati v^ pi nb Da-in!? ]>Dns 
vh^ baiD r^ V^rr nmu b^nttj' p« ^oan? h^i baa 
»:n -)D«ttj D^aitjn vn D^«^a:ai lo^a niDan mD«3 
D3? iniM ]>aTnD |*w baao «^iy nv vo w^aan 
«bM ^^ ibmnn »3 i:yQ« wbi pnio^? main. 
yunw 13a ]\pi2V p-)i pin b«^7oa pio D^M'tjsa 
r|Mi D*«'«3 piD *xai p pm^ pii ^w n^a pina 
iirbw *aii jTiTS nr«? nmxo doiddd b^nnn *an 
»Mai p ]:Trv p") 'Tobna lain td^jdi ap3>» p 

^' The first generations, which were very 
great, did not require the titles of Rabban, 
or Rabbi, or Rav, wherewith to honour the 
wise men of Babylon, or the wise men of the 
land of Israel ; for behold Hillel went up from 
Babylon, but the title of Rabbi is not added 
to his name. There were honourable persons 
amongst the prophets, for it is said, Haggai 
the prophet — Ezra did not go up from Baby- 
lon — and at the mention of their names the 
title of Rabbi is not added : neither have we 
heard that this was begun until the Princes 
Rabban Gamaliel the elder, and Rabbaa 
Simon his son, who was killed at the destruc- 
tion of the second temple, and Rabban Jo- 
hannan ben Zakkai, who were all princes.. 
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Rabbi also began with those who were pro- 
moted at the same time, Zadok and R. Eliezer, 
the son of Jacob, and the thing spread from 
the disciples of Rabban Johannan ben 
Zakkai onwards." (Aruch in «aM.) We need 
not wonder, then, that Moses knows nothing 
of rabbies, for here is a plain confession, that 
the name was never heard of until a few years 
before the last dispersion. It may, however, 
be said, that the office itself existed, though 
the name did not, and this is in fact asserted 
by Rambam, when he says : — 

VT *pDD>i -^DWtt? n»i jwirp ^D 13*1") rrom 
D3DD im muD D»:p^ n^yart pi • imsjn v^ 
D**Tn«V 13DD D»:pan ]m«i • rr:^3«j pba? T^n^m^ 
ttr*< *Do tj>M ]>DiQDn i«2?d:i • DnnM^ Dnrwi 
i ^:y^ rroo bw i:n n^a ls^ :^'Q3^Tv Vo lan n*i Ty 
^' Moses our master promoted Joshua with 
his hands ; for it is said, ' And he laid his 
hands upon him, and gave him a charge.' 
(Numb, xxvii. 23.) And in like manner with 
regard to the seventy elders, Moses our 
master promoted them, and the Shechinah 
rested upon them ; and these elders promoted 
others, and they again others; and thus we 
have a succession of promoted persons, until 
the council of Joshua, and until the council 
of Moses our master.'* (Hilchoth Sanhedrin, 
iv. 1). And so he tells us that 

J inM Dvi p|^« D^ttj'TtD ^D ifrart m^ 

*' King David promoted thirty thousand 
persons in one day." According to this state- 
ment, it would appear that there had been 
always a class of persons qualified to be 
teachers and judges, and a pretty numerous 
dass too, from the time of Moses ; but it is 
very extraordinary that their office should have 
continued fifteen hundred years without a 
name, and that the nation should never have 
felt the inconvenience, nor remedied it until 
the last few years of their existence ; and it is 
more extraordinary still that so large and im- 
portant a body should never once be men. 
tioned in the law or the prophets. The land 
must perfectly have swarmed with them. 
Thirty thousand would have been a large pro- 
portion to the population of the land of Israel; 
but David made this number in one day; and 
Wd cannot suppose that he exerted his right 
only once in his life, nor that all the other 
doctors neglected the duty of raising up dis- 
ciples I and the oral law tells us that before 
the time of Hillel every one thus promoted 
had the right of promoting others. 
'vmbrh ToiD "TODat) 'd ^d rrn n:w«na 
D-w wrr vh^ irpnm pin "y^rf? Tirj ^fm D^oam 

" At first every promoted person could pro- 
mote his disciples ; but the wise men gave the 
honour to Hillel the elder, and ordained that 
no man should promote except by permission 
of the prince (the Na^^i)." According to this, 
the number must have been very great ; and 



yet that they should have continaed so long 
without a name, and without any mention 
whatever by any of tlie inspired writers, is 
perfectly incredible. But there are in the 
account itself various particulars which excite 
suspicion. David's extensive work of pro- 
motion in one day entirely exceeds the limits 
of probability, no matter how the promotion 
took place, whether by laying on of hands, or 
by command or by letter : for if we grant Uiat 
he devoted the entire four.and-twenty hours of 
that day to the work, still, in order to make 
up the number of thirty thousand, it will be 
necessary to believe that he promoted at the 
rate of twelve hundred and fifty an hour, or 
twenty in every minute. One such notorious 
untruth discredits the whole account m which 
it is found. But, further, the admission that 
the right of conferring the dignity of doctor 
was taken from those who had possessed it, and 
restricted to those who obtained permission 
from the prince, shows that the ordinance of 
promotion was not derived from Moses, but 
was an invention of men. If it had been of 
Moses, the wise men could have had no au« 
thority to take it away, neither is it at all 
likely that the numerous possessors of the 
right, and least of all, the disciples of Sham- 
mai, would have quietly resigned it. We 
must suppose either that the wise men altered 
an ordinance of Moses, and thereby committed 
a great sin, or that the ordinance of promotion 
was a mere human invention. By the latter 
supposition the whole story of the continued 
existence of this class of doctors is given up ; 
and by the former supposition the chaise of 
disregard for the law of Moses is fixed upon 
the wise men, and the value of their testimony 
taken away. Lastly, the account of the 
manner of promotion is at variance with the 
above-quoted assertion of the Baal Aruch. 
The oral law says that the doctors were pro- 
moted in the following manner:— 
i!? pijTtt? «V« • prr tt>«n Vy frv 13dd*io vd 
yii) m«n "|b tn "jidd n« nrr ^b onoiMi »ai 

: mD3p »:n iVdm 
'* They not only laid their hands upon the 
head of the elder, but also saluted him with 
the title, Rabbi, and said to him. Behold thou 
art promoted, and hast authority to judge, 
even in cases of mulct" Here the conferring 
the title of Rabbi is made an integral part of 
the act of promotion, whereas the Baal Aruch 
says that the title of Rabbi was not in use until 
after the time of Hillel. The assertion, there- 
fore, that the office of rabbi existed without 
the name, even from the time of Moses, is not 
only unsupported by any proof from the in- 
spired writings, but is inconsistent with other 
assertions of the rabbles themselves ; and is, 
besides, found very close to a palpable untruth, 
and is therefore unworthy of credit Thus the 
antiquity of the rabbinic office is destroyed, 
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and appears to be a comparatively new inyen- 
tion : 80 that those who profess the religion of 
the rabbles cannot pretend to have the religion 
of Moses or of their forefathers* but that of a 
new set of teachers, who did not arise until a 
very few years before the destruction of the 
second temple. One of the common objections 
of modem Jews against Christianity is, its 
novelty. They say that we have got a new 
religion, whereas they have the ancient religion ; 
that we follow a new teacher, but that they 
follow Moses. The foregoing examination 
shows how little ground they have for such a 
boast. If novelty be a valid objection, they 
must confess that the religion of the rabbies 
is false. If the distance of time that elapsed 
between Moses and Jesus of Nazareth consti- 
tute a fair ground of objection, it is as valid 
against the rabbies as against the Lord Jesus. 
Nay, if supposed novelty be the reason why 
they reject Christianity, they must now reject 
the religion of the rabbies, and embrace that 
of Christ. We have proved that the reli' 
gion of the rabbies is a novelty, and every 
one knows that one peculiar feature in the 
teaching of Jesus of Nazareth was, that he 
opposed the Rabbinic doctrines, that is, he 
opposed novelty: this opposition, there- 
fore, is presumptive evidence that the Ijord 
Jesus retained the ancient religion, and has 
on that very account a claim upon all those 
who profess to venerate antiquity. At all 
events the charge of novelty can be as fairly 
urged against Rabbinism as against Chris- 
tianity, and every Jew who urges it, is, if he 
be in earnest about truth, bound to compare 
Christianity witli the law and the prophets, 
in order to ascertain whether it be a new re- 
ligion or not. One thing is certain, that the 
ordinances of no religion can be farther from 
the Mosaic appointment than those of Rab- 
binism. The Rabbinists have rejected the 
religious teachers appointed by Moses, and 
have chosen others, who cannot pretend even 
to any degree of antiquity ; and not only so, 
but even when the possibility of having re- 
gularly appointed rabbies ceased, they pre- 
ferred those, who in fact have no authority at 
all, to those teachers appointed in the law. The 
oral law makes promotion necessary to the 
exercise of the Rabbinical office, and limits the 
ceremony of promotion by two conditions, 
first, that it be conferred with the consent of 
the t^V73, as we have seen above, and. secondly, 
that it be performed in the land of Israel. 

]»DO"»or? m iVdm • V>rmr ynwa i3dd: pyoori 

'* Elders are ilot promoted anywhere, except 
in the land of Israel ; even although the pro- 
moters should have been promoted there them- 
selves* Yea, though the persons conferring 
the promotion be in the land, if the person to 



be promoted be outside the land, the promo- 
tion is not to take place.'* Now it is plain 
that these conditions cannot be fulfilled. The 
great majority of the present rabbies have 
never been in the land of Israel ; and even if 
they had been, there has not been a wtD^ 
Prince for many a century. For centuries, 
therefore, there has not been a rabbi promoted 
to the office as the oral law requures ; and yet 
the Jews, rather than have the priests, the 
the sons of Levi, still keep up the shadow of 
the Rabbinical office. A more determined 
opposition to the institutions of Moses cannot 
be imagined. First, the Jewish people re- 
jected the ordinance of Moses, and devised an 
order of teachers of their own, limited by 
certain conditions. Then Ood, in great 
mercy, made the fulfilment of those conditions 
impossible. He took away the Prince, he 
drove them out of the land of Israel, to give 
them as it were an opportunity, yea to com- 
pel them to return to his own appointment : 
but in vain. Although the Jews cannot ful. 
fil the conditions of their own devising, and 
could fulfil God's appointment, they refuse 
the latter, and have invented something newer 
still, and that is an order of religious teachers 
who have not even the qualifications required 
by the oral law. Truly this is to transgress, 
for the mere sake of transgressing. How, 
then, can the Jews pretend to be disciples of 
Moses, or assert that the Mosaic law is un- 
changeable? Now for near two thousand 
years they have lived in disobedience to one 
of Moses' simplest commandments, and have 
changed one of the essential institutions of 
the law. The most superficial reader of the 
writings of Moses must see, that a charge of 
prime importance was assigned to the family 
of Levi, not only as respected the ministration 
in the temple, but also with regard to the 
instruction of the people. God in His provi- 
dence has deprived them of the former. The 
Jews themselves, by rejecting the commands 
of Moses, have taken away the latter office, 
and thus have destroyed not only the interior, 
but actually demolished the external form of 
the Mosaic edifice. It is, therefore, as we 
have said, a most difficult problem to account 
for the profession which modem Jews make 
of zeal for the law of Moses, and one which 
well deserves the consideration of the Jews 
themselves. Why should they profess to be 
disciples of Moses, when they openly trample 
upon his commands, and reject both the sub- 
stance and the form of his religion ? If they 
really believe that obedience to the law of 
Moses is necessary to salvation, they ought 
instantly to reinstate the family of Levi in 
their office. But if they prefer the new reli- 
gion of the rabbies to the old religion of 
Moses, then they ought honestly to say so ; 
and not go on halting between two opinions. 
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And they ought to do this, not merely to 
avoid the charge of inconsistency before men, 
but to satisfy their own consciences before 
God. How can any man reasonably hope to 
be saved by a religion whose commands he 
constantly transgresses, and never intends to 
obey ? And yet this is exactly the case of 
the Rabbinists with regard to the law of 
Moses. There have been attempts at reform 
amongst the Jews, but we have never heard 
of any who intended to restore the family of 
Levi to their office; and yet, without this, 
there is no return to the Mosaic institutions. 

A disciple of the rabbies may perhaps think, 
tbat he can retort this argument upon the 
Christians, and say that Jesus of Nazareth 
was not of the tribe of Levi. Certainly he 
was not; but as the Messiah, the prophets 
foretold that he was to be of the tribe of Judah : 
and as the Messiah, promised and appointed 
of God, he has a right to the obedience of ail, 
both Jew and Gentile. If he had been only 
an ordinary prophet, he would have had a 
divine right to teach the people and to require 
their obedience ; for, besides the priests, God 
also appointed prophets, but to the prophetic 
office the rabbies do not lay claim. The 
Lord Jesus, on the contrary, claimed not only 
the prophetic character, but asserted that He 
was the Messiah, and proved the truth of His 
claims by exhibiting miraculous powers, and 
especially by his resurrection from the dead. 
As a prophet, therefore, and above all, as the 
Messiah, his teaching in no wise interfered 
with the office of the priests : and his conduct, 
as recorded in the New Testament, shows 
tliat, though in determined and constant 
opposition to the Pharisees, the advocates of 
the oral law, he never lifted up his voice 
against the office of the priesthood. On the 
contrary, when occasion offered, he showed a 
scrupulous regard for the commandments of 
Moses respecting the priests ; as for instance 
when he healed the leper, he ^* said unto 
him, See thou tell no man ; but go thy way, 
shew thyself to the priests, and offer the gift 
that Moses commanded, for a testimony 
unto them." (Matt. viii. 4.) And this 
conduct is perfectly conformable to one pro- 
fessed object of the Lord Jesus, which was to 



vindicate the authority of the law against the 
unauthorised additions of men. He professed 
himself the defender of the Mosaic law, and 
opposed the whole system of the Rabbinists, on 
the professed ground that they made it void 
by their traditions. The objections, therefore, 
which we have brought against the oral law, 
as overturning the institutions of Moses, can- 
not be applied to the doctrines or conduct of 
the Lord Jesus Christ. He never opposed 
the priests, never interfered with their office, 
never diminished aught from their authority. 
In these most important respects, the doctrine 
of Jesus of Nazareth is necessarily more agree- 
able to the law of Moses than the traditions 
of the Pharisees, who have forcibly altered 
that great institution of Moses, the Levitic 
priesthood, and have themselves usurped the 
office and the rights of the priests. Modem 
Judaism is directly in opposition to the Mosaic 
law, and has at present no excuse for its op- 
position. The Jews of the dispersion cannot 
possibly keep its requirements concerning 
the promotion of rabbies ; their adherence, 
therefore, to that system has now the appear- 
ance of mere gratuitous and wilful hatred to the 
law of Moses. They profess to know the fomily 
of the priests, and could therefore restore them 
to their office, if they pleased. What is there 
to prevent them ? Nothing but the want of 
love for Moses and his institutions. We are 
convinced that many of the Jews have never 
considered this matter, or they would not act 
as they do. The habits of thought induced 
by early education, the customs of their na- 
tion for two thousand years, have drawn a sort 
of veil over their understandings, so that they 
have not been able to see the palpable incon- 
sistency of professing a zeal for Moses, whilst 
they do homage to principles which cut up his 
institutions by the roots. UntU the priests 
be reinstated in their functions and their rights, 
as the divinely appointed teachers of religion, 
the Jews can have no ground whatever to 
pretend that they are disciples of Moses. 
They are, at present, nothing but partizans of 
the sect of the Rabbinists. And if they choose 
to persevere in their attachment to this sect, 
they are bound, as honest men, to renounce 
all profession of regard for the law of Moses. 
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It is certain that the Jews cannot appeal 
to the law or the prophets to defend their re- 
jection of the old religion of Moses, and their 
preference for the new religion of the rabbies. 
Neither Moses nor the prophets knew any 
thing about the rabbies. They are quite a 
new order of men, never heard of until the 
Jewish polity was tottering to its destruction. 
There is, however, another argument to which 
they might appeal, in order to justify the re- 
ception of new religious teachers, and that is, 
the existence of the Sanhedrin. It may be 
said, that when the rabbies arose and taught, 
both they and their doctrines were approved 
by this great council, and that this approval 
IS sufficient to establish the justice of their 
claims, and the truth of what they taught. 
Indeed, the Rabbinists do actually look upon 
the Sanhedrin as the great foundation on 
which the oral law rests. 
^yo mm "ipT? on o^VanTit? *7)iyn p m 
tab «3i» TDDCD1 pn uTvy) mmnn 'Tioy om nc 
rmnn 'D ^ iDwtj rryyn nrriDan ^rrtin • btrwr 

: pr^ pycr!n jirVy mn rnuyo Tioob yr^ irmrQi 

^^ The great council in Jerusalem is the 
foundation-stone of the oral law, and the 
pillars of the doctrine : and from them the 
statute and the judgment goes forth to all 
IsraeL They have the warrant of the law, 
for it is said, ' According to the sentence of 
the law which they shall teach thee,* &c. 
(Deut. xvii. 11.); which is an affirmative 
precept, and every one who believes in Moses 
our master, and in his law, is bound to rest 
the practice of the law on them, and to lean 
on them.** (Hilchoth Mamrim, c. i. 1.) Here 
the indispensable duty of every Israelite to 
follow the decisions of the Sanh^idrin is plainly 
asserted ; it becomes, then, absolutely neces- 
sary for us to examine into the nature of the 
foundation on which claims so unlimited are 
based. One would suppose that, at the very 
least, the Sanhedrin was infallible, and could 
never say or do anything wrong ; for if this 
council was liable to error, and yet unde- 
viating obedience to its decisions required, 
whenever they went wrong, all Israel must 
have gone wrong also. But yet, strange to 
say, the infallibility of the Sanhedrin is not 
only not asserted, but plainly denied — ^yea, the 
possibility of error unequivocally intimated, 
and even provided for. 



no 'D3 miDn p nrwa iwtto Vna p n»3 
Dmrw loff) • p 13T1 "p firro Drr:*ya rwraw 
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Dn3'a rrrr -wh 'ssron S« •ytMW • v:T?a rwraw 
I yxM^v p n»a thm .y?« nV) a«n 'p^M om 
TDWD1 3rDo laTcm ropn i3pn w mw vnw p m 
«?pm "vw p n»n Dmn« ion • bHrrer taa "xiin 

pD Vila TVTVXO IP Viy ^yH • jtod ynwn rm^n 

*' When a great council has decided by 
one of the rules, and according to the best 
of their judgment, that the judgment is so 
and so, and has passed sentence ; if there 
arise after them another council of a contrary 
opinion, the latter may reverse the sentence, 
and pass another according to the best of their 
judgment, for it is said, ^ Unto the judge that 
shall be in those days ' (Deut. xvii. 9.) ; 
thou art, therefore, not bound to follow any 
other but the existing counciL But if a 
council decree a decree, or ordain an ordi- 
nance, or sanction a custom, and the thing has 
spread in all Israel ; and there arise after them 
another council, which wishes to abrogate the 
former things, and to root out that ordinance, 
decree, or custom, it is not permitted, unless 
they excel the former in wisdom and in num- 
ber." (Ibid, c ii. 1, 2.) According to this 
doctrine the Sanhedrin in one generation may 
teach one doctrine, and in the next generation 
another Sanhedrin may abrogate all the legis- 
lative acts of the former, and teach another 
doctrine, and yet, though one of the two must 
necessarily be in the wrong, Israel is bound 
to obey both ; and thus the law is made to 
sanction disobedience to itself. Nay, more, 
the will of God is made actually to depend 
upon the wit and the will of man. Instead of 
being eternal and unchangeable truth, it must 
vary with each succeeding generation, so that 
what was truth to a father, might be false- 
hood to his son ; and every new Sanhedrin 
would, in fact, have the power to make a new 
law. How, then, can the Jews pretend that the 
Mosaic law is unchangeable ? Here it is as- 
serted, that the Jews are to receive, as the 
law of Moses, whatever the Sanhedrin may 
think right to teach — and that every new San- 
hedrin may overturn the doctrines of their 
predecessors, and teach the very opposite ; so 
that, instead of being eternal, the law would 
be one of the most changeable things in the 



170 



world, and might never last the same for even 
two generations. But how can any man pos- 
sibly believe, that a command so preposterous 
should come from God, or that he would deli- 
ver over his people Israel, bound hand and 
foot, into the power of seventy-one persons, 
and require unconditional obedience, no mat- 
ter whether these persons were in the right or 
in the wrong? Pretensions so extravagant 
Justly excite suspicion, and entirely destroy 
the credit of those that make them. They 
betray an inordinate lust of power, and savour 
far more strongly of ambition than piety. It 
was no doubt very convenient for the mem. 
bers of the Sanhedrin to be able to reverse 
the decisions of their predecessors. On these 
terms, the law could never stand in the way 
of their own schemes. No matter how it had 
been explained or understood before, they had 
the power of giving a new interpretation to 
suit their own purpose. It is truly wonderful 
how the Jews can suffer themselves to be de- 
luded by an imposture so exceedingly coarse. 
A child ought to be able to see, that God 
could never require a man to renounce his 
understanding, and to receive two direct con- 
tradictions as true. 

The manifest absurdity of this doctrine is 
sufficient to prove that the passage cited from 
Deut. xvii. is misinterpreted and misapplied ; 
and a little consideration will show that it 
does not refer to the Sanhedrin at all. In 
the first place there is no mention of that 
council, nor any thing that even implies a 
reference to such a body. The command of 
God is, '' Thou shalt come unto the priests, 
the Levites, and unto the judge that shall be 
in those days, and inquire.'* It is not said to 
the judges, but to the judge r^DI^DTi. To 
these, and not to the Sanhedrin, Moses re- 
quires absolute obedience, and that for a just 
and sufficient reason, because, as we have 
shown in Number 2, they had the means of 
obtaining an infallible answer by means of 
the Dnaim Dm« Urim and Thummira. It 
was the privilege of Israel to be able to ask 
<X)unsel immediately of God ; and it was 
therefore only rational to expect unconditional 
obedience to the command of the Almighty. 
Such decisions were absolutely unchangeable 
as God himself, for ** He is not a man that 
he should lie, nor the son of man that He 
should repent;*' and no man in his senses 
would have thought of getting a sentence of 
this kind reversed. These words can there- 
fore by no means apply to a tribunal fallible 
in judgment, and as changeable in its opi- 
nions as in the persons of which it was com- 
posed: but if this passage does not apply, 
ihere is no other in the Bible which requires 
us to receive the decision of the Sanhedrin as 
of divine authority, nor in the oral law either, 
for it supposes that this council was capable 



of mistake. Consequently, the Sanhedrin's 
approval of the new order and new religion of 
the rabbles is of no weight whatever. The 
Bible does not command us to believe that 
they were always in the right; and they 
themselves tell us that they might be in the 
wrong, and therefore might be in the wrong 
in their approval of the rabbles. 

But tlie truth is, that neither the Bible nor 
history gives us any warrant whatever for re- 
garding the Sanhedrin as a Mosaic institu- 
tion. In the first place, it is never once 
mentioned either in the Law or in the Pro- 
phets. The word Sanhedrin is Greek, and 
so far as it goes would lead us to suppose that 
this tribunsd was not instituted until some 
time after the building of the second temple, 
and after the Greek occupation of the land, 
when the Jews had become acquainted with 
the Greek language. This Greek word would 
lead us even to suppose that the Sanhedrin 
was instituted by the Greek rulers, and that 
they gave the tribunal its name. If it had 
been an old Mosaic institution, the Jews 
themselves, who hated the Greeks, and that 
with good reason, would never have given it a 
Greek name : and even if the Greeks had as- 
signed this name to a Jewish tribunal, which 
had previously existed, the Jews would not 
have adopted it It is true that there is also 
a Hebrew name for this tribunal, Vlian ]n TV2, 
*^ The great house of judgment,'* but if this 
had been the original name, it is not at all 
likely that the Greek name would have sup- 
planted it; whereas if it was a Greek institu- 
tion, and therefore had a Greek name, it is 
not to be wondered at that that name should 
have obtained general currency, or that it 
should also be translated into Hebrew. The 
Hebrew name will not do more than the 
Greek to prove the antiquity of the tribunal, 
for it never once occurs in the Bible, and it 
would be very strange, if this council had 
existed from the time of Moses, that it should 
never once be mentioned. The High Court 
of Parliament does not hold a more important 
place in the history of this country, than the 
Sanhedrin must have done in the history of 
Israel, if it had really existed, how then are 
we to account for the fact, that neither the 
historians nor the prophets of Israel ever make 
the most distant allusion to its being? If 
the rabbies speak truth, the prophets, the 
high priests, and the kings of Israel, were 
mere cyphers compared with the Sanhedrin, 
for it had supreme power over them all, and 
could try, condemn, and execute them, and 
yet they are mentioned again and again, and 
the Sanhedrin passed by in mysterious silence ! 
There are two books of Kings, and two of 
Chronicles, relating the history of the Royal 
rulers of Israel, but the supreme council of 
the nation, the rulers of kings and priests, the 
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foondadon-stone of the law, the pillan of re- 
ligioD, haye never obtained even a casual 
notice ! Is this at all probable ? Would it 
be possible to write a history of the British 
Constitution without ever once mentioning the 
existence of the Parliament ? And yet this 
is what has happened, according to Uie rab- 
bles, to the essential feature of the Constitu. 
tion of IsraeL Neither the lawgiver, nor the 
historians, nor the prophets, have said one 
word about it. 

The rabbies have felt the necessity of find- 
ing somethiog or other in the written law, 
that would look like the recognition of the 
Sanhedrin, and have therefore fixed on two 
passages which they think will serve their 
cause. One is that to which we have already 
alludedf '* Thou shalt come unto the priests 
the Levites, and unto the judge that shall be 
in those days.'* (Deut. xvii. 9.) We have 
already said sufficient to show that this pas- 
sage is totally irrelevant, and now add one 
remark more, which is in itself decisive, and 
that is, that the constitution of the Sanhedrin, 
as desc^bed in the oral law, is altogether at 
variance with the conditions laid down in this 
passive. The oral law says — 

a*nVi xyvn rfrna pin:Dn m>r6 msQ"« 

*^ The command is, that there should be in 
the great Sanhedrin, priests and Levites, for 
it is said, ^ Thou shalt come to the priests, 
the Levites.' But if they find none, yea, 
though they be all mere Israelites, this is 
lawfuL" (HUchoth Sanhedrin, c. u. 2.) 
According to this the Sanhe&rin was to consist 
of three distinct classes, priests, Levites, and 
Israelites ; but Moses does not say one word 
of the Levites, as distinguished from the 
priests. His words axe, '^ Thou shalt come 
to the priests, the Levites.'* He does not 
say, '* The priests and the Levites ; " but 
simply, ** The priests, the Levites ;" from 
which it is plain that he was speaking only 
of that one class of the sons of Levi, who had 
the office of the priesthood ; but not of that 
other class, whose only title was ^^ The Le- 
vites." This is tlie first difference. The 
second is like it, inasmuch as it is also an un- 
authorized addition, and that is, that there 
should be Israelites members of this council, 
of whom Moses does not say one word more 
than he does of the Levites. Besides the 
priests, Moses mentions none but the judge 
iDCli!?n, not the judges, so that if the judge 
was an Israelite, there could at the very most 
be only one Israelite amongst those whom 
Closes appoints as the highest court of appeal 
in IsraeL But if the judge VitDVn was him- 
self a priest, then there was not even one 
Israelite ; but the court was composed exclu- 
sively of priests. This court cannot, therefore, 



be the same as the Sanhedrin, which was to 
be composed of all the three classes. Thirdly, 
the oral law says. That though the Sanhedrin 
should not reckon one priest amongst its 
members, but should consist entirely of 
Israelites, that still it is lawful ; this court 
can, therefore, never be the same as that of 
which Moses says, *' Thou shalt come to the 
priests, the Levites, and to the judge." The 
court which the rabbies have appointed might 
not have even one priest, and yet they ask us 
to believe that this is identical with that, 
which, according to the appointment of Moses, 
could never have more than one Israelite, but 
might, and in the days of Eli actually did, 
consist exclusively of priests. Truly the 
rabbies must have calculated upon disciples 
with a most inordinate measure of creduhty. 
The man that would believe this, would be- 
lieve that black is white ; or as Rashi says, 
that his right hand is the left, and his left 
hand the right. And this is really what 
modem Judaism expects, and absolutely com- 
mands in so many words. In Rashi's com- 
mentary on the words ^ Thou shalt not 
decline from the sentence which they shall 
show thee, to the right nor to the left" (Deut. 
xvii. II) ; which words, as we have seen, the 
rabbies apply to the Sanhedrin, he says — 

Vmow Van VKDtt) fcOiTO pD» ^ T^ now 'n*? 

: pD» «irro 
" Yea, though they should tell thee of the 
right hand, that it is the left, and of the left 
hand, that it is the right*' Of course men 
that expected from their followers this perfect 
renunciation of reason, might say any thing 
they liked, and might therefore ask them to 
believe that n court consisting of all priests 
was identical with one from which priests were 
altogether excluded. But as we are not 
willing to give up that reason, which we con- 
sider a noble gift of God, we cannot help 
thinking that these two courts are as different 
as day and night, and that tlie appointment 
of Moses does not in the remotest degree serve 
as a warrant for the appointment of the San. 
hedrin. Indeed, the sad perplexity of the 
rabbies to find out some passage or other on 
which to father their own inventions, and the 
desperate necessity which they felt of appealing 
to this passage, proves to us most satisfactorily, 
that the Sanhedrin is not a Mosaic institution 
at aU. It is as impossible that there could be 
two supreme courts, as that a man can have two 
heads. Moses did appoint a supreme court, 
from which there was no appeal, as is plain 
from the words, ^' Thou shalt come to the 
priests, the Levites, and to the judge," and 
we have proved that this court is not identical 
with the Sanhedrin. But according to the 
rabbies, the Sanhedrin was a supreme court | 
if, therefore, it had.existed, there would have 
been two supreme courts, perfectly independent 
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of each other, which is plainly impossible. 
It never entered into the head even of human 
lawgivers to be guilty of such absurdity, and 
it would be an affront to the wisdom of the 
Almighty to suppose that he had sanctioned 
it in his own law. This one argument is in 
Itself sufficient to overthrow the doctrine of a 
Sanhedrin as taught in the oral law. It was 
not only unknown to Moses, but is directly 
opposed to his own institution. 

This portion of the oral law is, however, 
most important for proving the total disregard, 
or rather contempt, which the rabbies had 
for the institutions of Moses, and the motives 
by which they were actuated. Moses ordained 
a supreme court of judicature, to consist ex- 
clusively of priests, together with the chief 
civil governor for the time being. The rab- 
bies not only did not choose to obey the com. 
mand of Moses, but actually abrogated his 
institution, and set up another instead of 
it. They were probably enabled to do this 
in the time of confusion which followed 
the Greek conquest The Greeks, who cared 
nothing for Moses or his laws, naturally dis- 
regard^ the priests and the lawful civil 
governor ; and therefore when they conquered 
the land, set up a tribunal of their own, com- 
posed not of those whom Moses had appointed, 
but of any whom they could find. Indeed, 
to secure their own dominion, their natural 
policy was to exclude those who had previously 
neld the reigns of Government. To this new 
tribunal they of course gave a Greek name, 
and called it in their own language, trwil^tov^ 
or, as the Talmud pronounces it, Sanhedrin. 
The Jews, whom they appointed members, 
liked the power which it gave them, and 
therefore, when the Greeks were gone, endea- 
voured to perpetuate it ; and as they could not 
find a warrant for it in the written law, de- 
clared that the institution was a part oi the 
oral law ; and thus, to gratify their own am- 
bition, trampled upon the law of Moses. 
This is the probable history of the rise of the 
Sanhedrin ; but however that be, it is certain 
that it is directly opposed to that supreme 
court appointed by Aloses, and that it was 



love of power which induced the rabbies to 
sanction it. They thereby depressed the au- 
thority of the priests and the dvil governor, 
and in fact became the dictators of the Jewish 
commonwealth. A tribunal supported from 
such motives, and so directly subversive of the 
commands of Moses, cannot prove to any lover 
ofthe old religion the authority of the rabbies. 
Indeed, the approval of such a body would go 
far to prove that the oral law and the rabbies 
were Moseses enemies. The Mosaic law was 
first pulled down before the Sanhedrin could 
be built up, and it was founded on the ruins 
of the Mosaic institutions. 

We have not space at present to enter into 
the other passage which the rabbies cite in 
proof of the authority of the Sanhedrin, but 
hope to do so in our next number — not that it 
is necessary to the argument, but simply 
because it is our earnest wish that the people 
of Israel should see how the rabbies are in 
difficulty to find even a semblance of proof for 
the foundation-stone of their whole fabric 
That one passage from Deuteronomy — <^ Thou 
shalt come unto the priests, the Levites, and 
the judge,** is quite sufficient to prove that 
Moses did not institute the Sanhedrin, but 
that, on the contrary, it must have been es- 
tablished by some determined enemies of the 
Mosaic law ; and that it was perpetuated by 
those whose ambition led them to usurp power, 
which Moses had committed unto others. 
We have thus another proof that modem 
Judaism has demolished even the external form 
of the Mosaic constitution. The rabbies were 
not content with rejecting the religion of 
Moses, and casting out the religious teachers 
whom he had appointed, but have also revo- 
lutionized the national polity. Moses ordained 
a supreme council, consisting of the priests, 
the Levites, together with the judge, the chief 
civil governor ; but the rabbies have preferred 
a tribunal established by idolatrous Greeks, 
because this Greek institution gave tlie power 
into their own hands. No wonder that the 
God of Moses destroyed their city, and put an 
end to that delusion with which ambitious and 
wicked men deceived his people Israel. 
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The Sanhedrin is, as we said in out last 
number, the fouDdation-stone on which the 
authority of the labbies, and the whole fabric 
of tradition rests. Take away this, and not the 
shadow of an argument remains to justify 
the Jews in thehr rejection of the Mosaic re- 
ligion, and their demolition of the Mosaic 
constitution. But this we have done. Enough 
has already been said to make it probable 
that the Sanhedrin, with its Greek name, was 
invented and established by the idolatrous 
Greeks; and to make it certain that it is 
subversive of the Supreme Ck>uncil established 
by Moses, and that, for that reason, it was 
not one of his institutions* We have already 
disposed of one of the passages whidi the 
rabbles quote from the Pentateuch, to prove 
the Divine authority of the Sanhedrin ; but, 
as they have, with much difficulty, found two, 
we now proceed to consider the second. It is 
quoted in the following manner : — 
rrrr noai Vipnc>2 rrr prop yy^ vq noa 

"^ nDD« -yoM'O ' «"r D3^3Di nVna ninx) vrxpTt 
TONDtt? paa ^ rpDoi ^jvrvar »:pTo «rN D^at) 

: m"3? nn -ray dw a^rnrr 
" How many councils (or tribunals) ought 
to be established in Israel, and of how many 
members ought they to consist ? Am, The 
great council in the temple, called the Great 
Sanhedrin, ought to be established first, and 
the number of its members ought to be 
seventy-one ; for it is said, < Gather unto 
me seventy men of the elders of Israel ; ' 
and to them Moses is to be* added, as it is 
said, * And they shall stand there with thee.' 
(Numb. xi. 16.) This makes seventy-one." 
(Hilchoth Sanhedrin, c i. 2.) Here the 
rabbies have certainly found the number 
seventy-one ; but to prove that this was the 
Sanhedrin, they ought first, to show, that 
these seventy-one persons were not to be scat- 
tered through the tribes, but always to remain 
together as one council ; and, secondly, that 
this council was to be permanent; and, 
thirdly, that this council did really exist from 
the time of Moses to the destruction of Je- 
rusalem ; and, fourthly, and most important 
of all, that this was the Supreme Council ; for 
even if the other three points could be made out, 
they would be insufficient without this. The 
Sanhedrin claims to be the Supreme Council, 
and, therefore, if it cannot be shown, that the 



assembly of the seventy elders is identical with 
the Supreme Council appointed by Moses, this 
passage is of no more use than the former one. 
Now, respecting the three first points, nothing 
whatever is said, either in the Law or the 
Prophets. And respecting the fourth, even 
if we grant the three first, we can show that 
these seventy elders did not oonsritute the 
'Supreme Council of the nation. We have 
proved in our last paper, that the supreme 
power was vested in an exclusive council 
composed of the priests, together with the 
jud^e ^CDliDTT, but the seventy ciders, here 
spoken of, were to be chosen promiscuously 
from the tribes of Israel, and therefore cannot 
be identical with that exclusive assembly ; 
and therefore did not compose the Supreme 
Council; and therefore had notliing of the 
nature of the Sanhedrin, which pretended to 
be supreme over alL Thus it appears on ez« 
amination, that there is not one text in the 
whole law of Moses, which authorises the 
establishment of such a council as the Sanhe- 
drin ; but that, on the contrary, it stands in 
direct opposition to that order of things pre- 
scribed by Moses. 

We can, however, go farther, and show 
that all the particulars which the rabbies detail 
concerning it are manifest falsehoods; and 
that, if the Jews choose to believe what the 
oral law says concerning the Sanhedrin, they 
must not only give up Moses, but renounce 
all the other inspired writers of the Old Tes- 
tament. The particular and exclusive duties 
of the Sandedrin are thus detailed :.^ 

|*»i • K"y b« yi n»a »D ^ N^ i^D I'TCjyo p^ 
^'v^ Ta? taVi Tny^ too Vd^ WTnp mnao \<wv9 
TDaun n« «b pi yw • n"3> !w |n n^a ^d ^ n^ 
bna p3 rw wi -yp^n boaa rw vfyy ^i\^ rmrro 

y^ piny »Vi MnoQ ]pt ]w» |^« pi • rroi!wa 
• Vnyn p n*aa »b« rrrnvn rw yjy^am vhy nrrran 

j^i n*a 'D ^ «^« irnr^ nTTDb"» Txvsnn nornoV 
: y>H w^r Vnan nam ba nowtj • bnan 
*' A king is not to be appointed except by 
the decision of the Great Council of Seventy- 
one. The minor councils through the tribes 
and towns are not to be established except by 
the Council of Seventy-one. Judgment is not 
to be passed on a tribe tliat has been entirely 
seduced, nor upon a false prophet, nor upon a 
high pri^t in capital cases, except by the 
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Great Council. (In mere money matters the 
tribunal of three is competent.) In like man- 
ner an elder is not declared rebellious, nor a 
city dealt with as seduced,* nor the bitter 
waters administered to the suspected adulteress, 
except by the Great Council. Neither is an 
addition made to the city nor to the courts. 
Neither are armies led forth to the wars of 
permission ; nor the elders led forth to measure 
in the case of a slain person (Deut. xxi. I, &c.), 
except by command of the Great Council, for 
it is said, ^ Every great matter they shall 
bring to thee.' (Exod. xviii. 22.)" (Hil- 
choth Sanhedrin, c v. 1 .) Such is the power 
and jurisdiction attributed by the rabbies to the 
Sanhedrin, and which we have now to consider. 
The mere reading over of these details is suf- 
ficient to convince any reasonable man that the 
whole affair is a waking dream of some man 
or men, intoxicated with the love of dominion. 
No man in his senses can believe that God 
could be the author of a despotism so dreadful 
over the minds and bodies of men. In the 
first place, here is an aristocracy of seventy 
persons, described as having supreme jurisdic- 
tion over the King, the High Priest, the 
Prophets, and the people-— possessing the 
power not only to judge individuals, but to 
pass sentence on whole cities and tribes, and 
utterly to destroy them if they pleased — and 
this without any other law or precedent to 
guide them than their own will — and, inasmuch 
as they were self-elective, subject to no controul 
whatever, either of the king or the people. 
We have heard much of corrupt corporations 
lately, but any thing at all equal to the self- 
elective corporation of the Sanhedrin we never 
heard of, excepting another college of seventy- 
one, the grand council of another oral law oi 
later date. It is vain to say that this body 
was controuled by the law of Moses. When the 
Sanhedrin existed there was no law of Moses, 
but their own will. They expounded the law 
as they liked ; and as we saw in our last, were 
not bound even by the decisions of their pre- 
decessors ; and if any man dared to think for 
himself or to dispute their interpretation, he 
was strangled. 

*^ Strangulation was the mode of execution 
for any learned man, who rebelled against 
their words." (Hilchoth Mamrim, c. i. 2.) 
They had thus the power to make the law say 
what they liked : and there was no power on 
earth to controul them. If they had been ap- 
pointed by the king, or elected by the people, 
they would have been responsible for the abuse 
of dieir power ; but they elected their mem- 
bers, and could be deposed by none but them- 
selves. A despotism so complete and so 
dreadful, so inimical to personal security, and 

* Compare Dent. xiii. 13, and Hilchoth Accum, 
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80 subversive of all liberty of conscience, 
could never have been created by God, but 
must necessarily be the offspring of the dis- 
tempered brain of man. We can hardly 
believe that many Jews, except the Talmud- 
istic zealots, who might hope to be made 
members, wish for the restoration of the 
Sanhedrin ; and yet, if they do not, they do 
not believe in the Jewish religion, for the 
re-establishment of that Great Council is the 
consummation of Judaism : and if they do 
not believe in this religion, can they consider 
themselves honest men in professing it ? 

But we must proceed to consider on what 
authority the rabbies make these claims to 
such extensive jurisdiction. One would expect 
to find some distinct command of God, ex- 
pressly addressed to the council ; but no, their 
only authority is the words of Jethro to Moses, 
" Every great matter Uiey shall bring to 
thee ; " a plain confession that there is in the 
whole Bible nothing to warrant their preten- 
sions, or they never would have taken refuge 
in words so totally irrelevant. Indeed, we 
are rather surprised that they appealed to the 
Bible at all, for such an appeal is fatal to aU 
their pretensions. Just let us examine some 
of the particulars detailed above, by the light 
of God's Word. The first pretension is, that 
*' A king is not to be appointed except 
by the decision of the Great Council of 
Seventy-one." Now is this true? Is it 
possible to show that any one of the Kings 
of Israel was appointed by the Sanhe- 
drin ? Not one ; but it is possible to prove 
of many that they were appointed without any 
reference whatever to any such Council. 
Take, for instance, Saul, the first king of 
Israel ; what had the Sanhedrin to do with his 
election to the kingly office ? Nothing at all. 
So far as man was concerned, Samuel, and 
Samuel alone, was the instrument of his elec- 
tion. When the people wished a king, they 
did not go to the Sanhedrin, but to Samuel. 
He dissuaded them, <^ Nevertheless, the peo- 
ple refused to obey the voice of Samuel." 
Would they have ventured to do so if he had 
been president of so dreadful a Council as the 
Sanhedrin? When Saul was anointed, it 
was not by the Sanhedrin, nor by their com- 
mand. No man was present but the king 
elect and the prophet. " Then Samuel took 
a vial of oil, and poured it upon his head, and 
kissed him, and said. Is it not because the 
Lord hath anointed thee to be captain oyer 
his inheritance?" H Sam. x. 1.) And when 
Saul was solemnly confirmed before the 
people, Samuel was still the sole agent. 
^^ Samuel called the people together unto the 
Lord to Mizpeh, and said, Now therefore 
present yourselves before the Lord by your 
tribes and by your thousands ; and Saul the 
son of Kish was taken." (xi. 17—21.) It 
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cannot be pretended that the Sanhedrin had 
any thing whatever to do with the matter. 
But let U8 try another instance. Liet us look 
at the election of David ; was he chosen by 
the voice of the Sanhedrin ? Just as little as 
Saul. Samuel was again the sole agent. 
*^ The Lord said unto Samuel, How long 
wilt thou mourn for Saul, seeing I have re- 
jected him from reigning over Israel ? Fill 
thine horn with oil and go ; I will send thee 
to Jesse, the Bethlehemite ; for I have pro- 
vided me a king among his sons." And so 
Samuel went and anointed him, without any 
intervention whatever of the Sanhedrin, or any 
one else. These two cases are sufficient to 
prove the falsehood of the Rabbinic preten- 
sions; but there is one more decisive still, 
and that is the case of Solomon. Adonijah 
had made himself king, and Bathsheba, by 
the advice of Nathan the prophet, took mea- 
sures to make her son Solomon king. But 
to whom did Nathan advise her to go ? Did 
he tell her to go to the Sanhedrin and to seek 
justice? No, but to go to David the King, 
and to him she accordingly went, and found 
him not in coundl, or surrounded by the mem- 
bers of the Sanhedrin, but with Abishag, the 
Shunamite, ministering to him ; and David, 
without asking any advice, sware unto her, 
^' Assuredly Solomon, thy son, shall reign 
after me." The Sanhedrin had nothing what- 
ever to do with the matter. The assertion, 
then, that << Nothing was appointed except by 
the authority of the Sanhedrin," is a gross 
falsehood, and very evidently made by ambi- 
tious men, grasping after power to which they 
had no right. 

In like manner, we might appeal to history 
to show, that the tribe of Dan was judged, and 
that Saul, David, and the other kings of Is- 
rael, waged wars without once consulting the 
Sanhedrin ; but there is one of these preten- 
sions so directly opposed to the plain letter of 
the Mosaic law, that we prefer noticing it. 
The oral law says, that the waters of jealousy 
were not administered except by the authority 
of the Sanhedrin. But what says Moses? 
When the spirit of jealousy comes upon a 
man, does he tell him to bring his wife to the 
Sanhedrin ? No, but to the priest — *^ Then 
shall the man bring his wife unto the priest," 
&c (Numb. V. 15.) What then is the 
priest to do ? Is he to go first to the Sanhe- 
drin, and get its sanction ? No ; as soon as 
the man has brought his wife, and the offering 
of jealousy, the priest's business is to bring 
her before the Lord— ^' And the priest shall 
bring her near, and set her before the Lord," 
—and is then to proceed with all the prescribed 
rites; and the whole ends with these plain 
words, *' And the priest shall execute upon 
her all this law." There is not only no men. 
tion of the Sanhedrin, but immediate power is 



unequivocally given to the priest, yea he ii 
commanded to proceed without awaiting the 
decision of any other tribunaL Here again, 
then, the pretenders of Rabbinic tradition are 
in direct opposition to the plain commands of 
Moses, and are therefore unfounded. It is un- 
necessary to enter into more of these particu- 
lars. The two which we have examined are 
contrary to truth; and two falsehoods are 
quite enough to shake the credit of any claims. 
The only possible way of establishing the au- 
thority of the Sanhedrin, in answer to this 
argument, is, to deny the authority of the 
Bible. There is no other alternative — either 
the authors of the Pentateuch, the books of 
Samuel and Kings, are mistaken, or the juris- 
diction of the Sanhedrin is a mere fiction. 
Moses commands a very different institution, 
and the historical books represent a very dif- 
ferent form of government. He who receives 
these books as inspired, must renounce the 
authority of the Sanhedrin, whUst he who 
maintains it must give up the sacred books. 

There is, however, another tribunal men- 
tioned in the above-quoted passage of the oral 
law which it is necessary to notice, and that is 
the minor Sanhedrin, or council of twenty- 
three. It is said, ^^ The minor councils 
through the tribes and towns are not to be 
established except by the council of seventy- 
one ; " and elsewhere we read 

i« y'p na «rtt> ^vnmn n^jn -yv baa p^yo"« 
J D»3^i a"D Da^'SD rrrr noai— n:TDp rnmo im» 

'< In every city of Israel that contains one 
hundred and twenty Israelites or more, a 
minor Sanhedrin ought to be appointed — and 
of how many members ought it to consist ? 
Of twenty-three judges." ( Hilchoth Sanhedrin, 
i. 3.) Now this is another innovation for 
which there is no warrant whatever in the law 
of Moses. ^^ Moses chose able men out of all 
Israel, and made them heads over the people, 
rulers of thousands, rulers of hundreds, rulers 
of fifties, and rulers of tens. And they judged 
the people at all times." (Exod. xviiL 26, 26, ) 
This is the provision which Moses made for 
the administration of justice, but he says not 
a syllable about the appointment of minor San. 
hedrins of twenty-three, so that in this we have 
another instance of the effort, which the rabbles 
made, to get rid of all the Mosaic institutions, 
and to substitute their own. And also another 
proof that the laws of the Sanhedrin were not 
given by Moses, for they require this Council 
to appoint minor courts, contrary to his ordi- 
nances. It appears, then, from what has been 
said in these two papers, that the Sanhedrin 
was altogether an unlawful tribunal, and that 
therefore the oral law can receive no support 
from its approval: and it appears, further, 
that modem Judaism has entirely subverted 
that order of things estoblished by Moses. 
He ordained the priests, the Levites, as the 
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teachers of Israel. Modem Judaism has 
turned them out of their office, and substi- 
tuted the labbies. Moses ordained a Supreme 
Council, consisting of the priests and the 
judge. Modem Judaism has destroyed that 
Council, and established the Sanhedrin in its 
place. Moses appointed rulers over thousands, 
hundreds, fifties, and tens. Modem Judaism 
has put an end to that order, and erected new 
tribunals of twenty-three. In fact, if it were 
possible for the Jews to realize all the com- 
mands of the oral law in their own land, and 
Moses were to come amongst them again, he 
could never recognise them as his disciples. 
He would not find one of his institutions re- 
maining as he left it. It is quite absurd, 
and if the subject were not so grave, it would 
be ludicrous to hear the Rabbinists exclaim- 
ing that the law of Moses is unchangeable, 
when they themselves have changed all its 
main provisions, and made an entirely new 
religion. But to the Jews it ought to be a 
matter of very serious inquiry, whether the 
Mosaic law is unchangeable or not. If the 
law be unchangeable, then no Rabbinical Jew 
can entertain a reasonable hope of salvation, 
for he professes a religion which has effected 
the most extensive changes. In his creed he 
denies the lawfulness of change, and in his 
practice he changes without scruple. If the 
law be unchangeable, it is the bounden duty 
of every Jew to give up at once the new reli- 
gion of the rabbies, and to return with all 
baste to the institutions of Moses. But if he 
believe that the law is changeable at pleasure, 
then he ought to renounce that article of his 
creed which teaches its immutability. In so 
serious a matter as religion, he ought to en- 
deavour to be consistent, and not halt between 
two opinions. If Moses be his lawgiver, then 
let him serve him. But if he be determined 
to continue in the new religion of the rabbies, 
he ought to inquire into their character, and 
the authority and motives which led them to 
overturn the religion of their forefathers. Is 
the religion of Moses a bad religion, which it 
was necessary to renounce ? Or, was it only 
given for a certain period, and when that 
period bad expired, exchanged for a new one ? 
Had the rabbies Divine authority for the 
changes which they made, or did they change 
it for their own convenience and interest? 
The nature of the changes looks very suspi- 
dous— they all added to their influence and 
power. As long as the law of Moses was oh- 
served, the rabbies had no power either in 
Church or State. But by the changes which 
they made, they became absolute despots over 
the bodies and souls of all Israel. They had, 
thus, every possible temptation to reject the 



one and adopt the other. But is this a 
reasim why the Jewish people should also re- 
ject the law of Moses ? Thqr gain nothing, 
[ and lose every thing, both for time and eter- 
I nity, by the diange. By adopting the new 
! religion of the rabbies, they give the use of 
I that most predous gift, their reason, in all 
I that r^ards the law and service of God. A 
I Jew, who receives the oral law, can have no- 
I thing but a blind faith. He has lost the pri- 
vilege of considering what €rod requires of 
him, and must simply recdve what the rabbies 
choose to prescribe as his duty : and if they 
should even go &o far as to teU him that his 
left hand is his right, and his right hand his 
left, he must bdieve in the decision, and reject 
the evidence of his senses. Or, if he should 
dare to doubt, where Judaism reigns triumph- 
ant, he must be strangled. There is certainly 
nothing very inviting in this system, . nothing 
that should tempt a man to prefer it to the 
just, and equitable, and rational religion of 
Moses. He gives the law cf God into the 
hands of the Israelite, and says, ** Behold I 
have set life and death before you, choose 
ye." He deals with men as rational beings, 
and requires implidt obedience, not to the 
word of man, but to the orades of God. He 
established a supreme council, but did not 
permit that council to pass off their own 
opinions as infallible, but commanded them 
to inquire of Him who alone is free from 
error. It is truly astonishing that so large a 
portion of the Jewish people should still pre- 
fer the religious despotism of the oral law ; 
and it is more astonishing still, that they 
should be deluded to believe, that a system, 
which has subverted all the institutions of 
Moses, is the Mosaic religion. But the most 
astonishing circumstance of all is, that those 
Jews who have detected the grossness of the 
delusion and have them&elves renounced tiie 
practice of the oral law, should feel so in- 
different about the welfare of their brethren, 
and so reckless of the interests of trath, as to 
look on in silence ; or even appear to coun- 
tenance error by joining in the rites and cere- 
monies of tradition. Even the tribe of Levi 
itself has lost its zeal, and abdicated the sacred 
office committed to it by God. For eighteen 
hundred years there has not appeared in Israel 
one single person zealous for the law of 
Moses. All have been content with calling 
Moses their master, and there the matter 
ends. The priests and the people all unite in 
violating his laws, and trampling upon the 
ruins of his institutions, and then expect 
other people to believe that they are the faith- 
ful disciples of 31oses. 



London :— Sold at the London Society's Office, 16, Exeter-hall, Strand; by James Dnncan, Paternoster, 
row ; and B. Wertheim, 67, Aldersgate-street. This publication may be had by applying at So. 5, 
No. 7, or No. 13, Palestine-place, Bethnal-green ; also at No. 10, New-street, Bishopsgate-street. 

Macintosh, Printer, 20, Great New-street, London. 



D Si j; n 1 n 



^ n 2 



w '1 .To-i'^ • D^v mnna^ i^xa^i i«-n oo-in ^;; mjj 



« THE OLD PATHS.*'— JfiR. vi. 10. 



NUUBKR 45.] 



FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 18, 1836. 



[Price Onk-Pknnt. 



How a nation, so acute and so fond of , 
learning as the Jews, should ever have been 
imposed upon by so clumsy an imposture as 
that of the oral law, is truly astonishing. The 
exceeding folly of some of its ordinances, the 
incredibility of the legends with which it 
abounds, the extravagant pretensions of its 
doctors, the grinding tyranny of its despotic 
tribunals, all seem calculated to awaken doubt 
in the mind of the most credulous, and the 
most ignorant. But the utter want of evidence 
to support its claims ought to be sufficient to 
open the eyes of even superstition itself. To 
establish the genuineness of an oral tradition, 
an unbroken chain of witnesses, from the rise 
of the tradition to the present time, is indis- 
pensably necessary. The succession of persons 
who received it from their predecessors, and 
transmitted it to their followers, must be 
clearly and accurately made out; and the 
want of a single link, or the existence of a 
single chasm in the chain of transmission is 
quite sufficient to discredit the whole, and to 
invalidate the claims to genuineness. To 
prove the genuineness of the TTD b921D min, 
oral law, it is necessary not only to point out 
a succession of persons, but a succession of 
Sanhedrins, for, as we have seen, the Sanhe- 
drin was regarded as the foundation and 
pillar of tradition. If a single chasm in his- 
tory exists, where a Sanhedrin cannot be 
pointed out, or if the assigned succession be 
inconsistent with the written and inspired 
records of the people, the claims of the oral 
law are invalidated, and the Jewish nation 
convicted as the abettors of a pious fraud, or 
the unwitting dupes of an Imposture. Now 
wc have already shown that the Sanhedrin 
was not instituted by Moses, and was never 
heard of until after the Greek conquest of the 
land of Israel; and hence it inevitably fol- 
lows, that the oral law is totally destitute of 
that chain of testimony, by which alone its 
genuineness could be established. From 
Moses to the Maccabees there is one con- 
tinued chasm, an immense and impassable 
abyss, which separates between modern Ju- 
daism and truth. But as the rabbies have 
endeavoured to fill up the yawning gulph, or 
rather to build a bridge in the air for the 
purpose of passing it, we think it necessary 
to examine the success of their effi3rts. They 
say, that a chain of testimony, such as is 



wanted, does actually exist, and have en- 
deavoured to point out the various links. If 
this prove fallacious, then the last and only 
hope of modem Judaism is gone ; to prove 
the fallacy does not require much argument. 
The chain of testimony, as pointed out by 
the rabbies themselves, is inc(msistent with 
history, and wants continuity even at the 
very commencement. The first part of the 
succession is thus described — 

TWO mob rxD !»at? nmn nanD: vfw 'd ^ >]« 
Dn:Di -yrs^ wzpy DT?a«jS ^yn n»aa rVna ■»:>aT 
WTchn wrw j^ianrrbi • rrooo tVap |n«^ vwm 
• rp^ "imsi HD !»att? rmn "Od im two ^ 

: ornDDt D*3prr p ^ bipi • yttrimo ibap 
'< Although the oral law was not written, 
Moses our master taught it all in his CouncU 
to the seventy elders ; Eleasar also, and Phi- 
nehas, and Joshua, all three, rece'ived it from 
Moses. But to Joshua, who was the disciple 
of Moses our master, he delivered the oral 
law, and gave him a charge concerning it. 
In like manner Joshua taught it by word of 
mouth all the days of his life; and many 
elders received it from Joshua, and Eli re> 
ceived it from the elders, and from Phinehas.** 
(Preface to the Yad Hachazakah.) Now here 
the want of continuity b^ins, immediately 
after the third link in the chain. That Joshua 
should inherit the oral law frdm Moses is very 
likely, if there was any to be inherited, but 
who was Joshua's successor the rabbies 
cannot tell us. It is not enough to say that 
the elders received it from Joshua ; who were 
the elders, and who was the next president of 
the Sanhedrin, and who was the president 
after that ? To make out a chain of witnesses, 
we must at least have their names, but ought 
to know, besides, their character, their piety, 
their probity, before we can depend upon their 
testimony. The absence of this detail shows 
that the rabbies had no information on the 
subject, and were merely trying to make up a 
story to impose upon the credulous. It is 
self-evident that if they had possessed an 
accurate detail, they would have given it; 
but as they do not, we must infer tliat they 
had it not ; and as the Bible gives no informa- 
tion on the subject, we must assert, that the 
chain of testimony terminates at the second 
link. So far are the rabbies from being able 
to prove a succession of Sauhedrins from the 
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time of Joshua to their own, that they are 
compelled to make a grand leap from Joshua 
to £li, and thus to leave a chasm of more 
than two hundred years, which of itself is 
Bufficient to overthrow the claims of the oral 
law, and to stamp the Jews as the most 
credulous of men if they believe without any 
evidence. It is true that the rabbles endeavour 
to stop up this great cavity with a great false- 
hood. They say that Eli received the oral 
law from Joshua*s elders, and from Phinehas ; 
which assertion implies that all these persons 
lived to be about three hundred years old ! 
And yet, if it were true, would not be suffi- 
cient to n^ake out the proof, for which the 
Buccession of Sanhedrins is absolutely neces- 
sary, and especially for tliis period. From 
the book of Judges, it appears, that in the 
interval between Joshua and Eli, and even in 
the next generation after Joshua^s death, the 
people forsook the law of Moses, even the 
written law, and gave themselves up to idolatry. 
Thus we read — " And Joshua the son of 
Nun, the servant of the Lord, died, being an 

hundred and ten years old And 

also all (hat generation were gathered unto 
their fathers : and there arose another genera- 
tion after them, which knew not the Lord, 
nor the works which he had done for Israel. 
And the children of Israel did evil in the 
Mght of the Lord, and served Baalim.'* 
(Judges ii. 8—11.) Now, here the inspired 
writer says that Joshua and all that generation 
died, which expressly contradicts the Rabbinic 
assertion that Joshua*s elders lived to the time 
of Eli ; and, further, he says, that the Israel- 
ites turned aside to idols : where was the 
Sanhedrin at that time ? If it existed, why 
did it not stop the torrent of corruption, and 
punish the transgressors ? And why was it 
necessary fcs Grod to raise up Judges to do the 
%>anhedrin*8 work ? We do not once read of 
the Sanhedrin, or any other council, helping 
Israel. In the book of Judges, deliverance is 
ascribed solely to the judges whom Ood 
raised up. ^' When the Lord raised them up 
judges, then the Lord was with the judge, 
and delivered them out of the hand of their 

enemies all the days of the judge 

And it came to pass when the judge was dead, 
that they returned and corrupted themselves 
more than their fathers." (Ibid. 18, 19.) 
Indeed, that saying so often repeated in the 
book of Judges, ^Hn those days there was no 
king in Israel, but every man did that which 
was right in his own eyes,*' shows that there 
was no Sanhedrin either. If any council of 
the kind, armed with such despotic power, had 
existed, the children of Israel could not have 
done that which was right in their own eyes. 
Whether, then, we look at the Bible or at the 
Rabbinic account, we have a period of more 
than two hundred years, during which there 



is no evidence at all either for the existence of 
the Sanhedrin or of the oral law. The chain 
of testimony, therefore, offered by the rabbles, 
is not complete ; and is, moreover, unworthy 
of credit, as it contains a gross falsehood con- 
cerning the age to which Joshua's elders 
lived. A little more examination will show 
us that it contains more than one falsehood. 
After telling us that David received the oral 
law from Samuel and his council, it thus 
proceeds :— 

rm ^iVj rm nnso ^^^tq *3">y«jn rrmn 
byp vnrt) TWO ^o^ \mp rrm rwoo yo«n 
noi »3iy«n rrrwo byp irrbw mpi rrai "mo 

• i3n 

<' Ahijah the Shilonite was one of those 
who came out of Egypt, and a Levite, and he 
heard the oral law ^om Moses : but he was 
little in the days of Moses, and received the 
oral law from David and his council. And 
Elijah received from Ahijah tlie Shilonite and 
his council." Now, in the first place, this 
statement is very absurd. To suppose that 
one, who had heard the law from Moses, should 
at last receive it from David, is contrary to 
probability : but to assert that Ahijah was a 
little boy in the time of Moses, and that he 
lived until the reign of Solomon, that is, above 
five hundred years, is manifestly a falsehood, 
and, whether wilful or not, completely destroys 
the credibility of this attempt at a succession 
of witnesses. If involuntary, and the result 
of error, it shows that the rabbies who have 
transmitted this story were so weak in Intellect 
as to swallow any improbability ; and that as 
they transmitted one lie, they may have 
transmitted more. But if voluntary, no one 
will argue that the testimony ef wUAil liars is 
worth much. This last attempt, therefore, to 
prop up the authority of the oral law is vain. 

But this Rabbinic chain of testimony goes 
on to tell us that, amongst others, the onl 
law passed through Jeremiah the prophet. 
ma p 'Jro^ • in 1^>l^ rrjcso byp rpoTi 

• i3n nm rPDTQ b3*p 

*^ Jeremiah received from Zepbaniah and 
his council, and Baruch the son of Neriah 
received from Jeremiah and his council.*' 
Now, if this means that Jeremiah was the 
M^3, or President of the Sanhedrin, it is 
plainly false. The whole history of Jeremiah 
shows us that he was not the powerful head 
of a despotic and irresistible council, but an 
unprotected and persecuted man. Had he 
been president of a tribunal so dreadful, and 
whose sentence of excommunication was in 
itself sufficient to protect him, the people and 
the princes would never have dared to reject 
his words as they did, much less to make an 
attempt on his life. But if, on the other hand, 
it be said that Jeremiah's council does not 
mean the Sanhedrin, then we have another 
chasm in the succession of Sanhedrins, and 
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eonsequently the proof fails again. But this 
chain of evidence is not only contrary to fact, 
and to the inspired writings of the prophets ; 
it is also inconsistent with the oral law itself, 
for it asserts that two proselytes form a part 
of the chain of transmission. 
^byp D:n n'm pTsr? nu ]rhvi2H^ rpyotj 
Tvyy »«Dttn Vjrt • D^n n*n"« p3?Q«n rmmo 
• D3n ny) jvVToaKi ; pyDU??o tbrp Dan 

^^ Shemaiah and Abtalion, proselytes of 
righteousness, and their council, received from 
Judah and Simon and their council. Hillel 
and Shammai and their council received from 
Shemaiah and Abtalion and their council." 
Now, according to the oral law, it is unlawful 
for proselytes to be members of any council 
or tribunal Respecting the Supreme Council, 
it is expressly said — 

iw^nm -XDMV ' n:^rob >wf? D^iwnn D'om'Dn 
: DTvy) rwcvy) rrD'^ni "jb f ona ^3? d« 

'^ None are to be made members of the 
Sanhedrin except priests and Levites, and 
Israelites of so good a genealogy as to be fit 
to intermarry with the priests ; for it is said, 
^And they shall stand there with thee,* 
(Numb. xi. 16,) i. e» like unto thee in wisdom, 
in piety, and in genealogy," (Hilchoth 
Sanhedrin, c. ii. 1.) And even of an inferior 
tribunal it is said— 

m »in na dhd ttw rrrw rrob« ^ p no 

•biDD 

^' A tribunal of three, one of whom is a 
proselyte, is unlawful." ([Ibid. 9.) If then, 
ic was unlawful for a proselyte to be a mem- 
ber of the Sanhedrin, or any other tribunal, 
haw is it that we find two at the head of one 
of those councils through which the oral law 
was transmitted ? If Uie decisions of the oral 
law be valid, that council was illegitimate, 
and therefore totally incompetent to the trans- 
mission of tradition, and then we have a break 
in the chain of testimony even at that end 
which is nearest to the rabbies. But if that 
council be considered competent, then the oral 
law which condemns it cannot contain the true 
tradition. But in either case, the genuine* 
ness of the law is overthrown. 

The sum of what we have said is this : — 
That even if we were to give up our other 
arguments against the authority of the San- 
h^rin and the oral law, and were willing to 
rest this question on the testimony of the 
rabbies themselves, the defectiveness, incon- 
sistency, and falsehood manifested in that 
testimony, would be sufficient to throw dis- 
credit on all their claims. They have not 
only no proof from Scripture, but are not 
able themselves to find in tradition an un- 
broken.chain of testimony. They fail at the 
very dutset. After producing two links, they 
leave a chasm of above two hundred years 
unaccounted for. When they take it up 



again, they are convicted of gross falsdiood 
in asserting that men lived, after the deluge, 
to the age of five hundred years: and are 
not able even to make out a story that will 
agree with the oral law itself. The most 
favourable ground, then, that can be taken 
for the defence of the oral law proves un- 
tenable. But if to this we add the arguments 
contained in the former papers, and remember 
that the Sanhedrin is in direct opposition to 
the law of Moses, is never mentioned in any of 
the sacred books, nor beard of until the Greek 
language was spoken in the land of Israel, 
every support U taken from the oral law, and 
it sinks down to the level oi a mere impos- 
ture, of which the Jewish people have been 
the dupes and the victims. How long they 
will remain so, it is for themselves to consider^ 
The times of blind faith, such as modern 
Judaism requires, are gone by ; the Jews can 
therefore no longer remain the blind followers 
of the superstitious and ambitious rabbies^ 
Either they must honestly confess that they 
and their fathers have been deceived for the 
last eighteen hundred years, and earnestly set 
ibout seeking that truth which they lost ; or 
they must be content to be regarded either as 
interested upholders of error, or. reckless de- 
spisers of truth. No one, who at all know» 
the nation, will ever believe that they are so 
weak in understanding as to be unable, under 
present circumstances, to detect the clumsy 
pretensions of the oral law. Some Jews may, 
indeed, still obstinately refuse to investigate 
the evidences of their paternal religion, and 
persist in professing Judaism simply because 
their fathers did so before them ; but such 
persons must be content to acknowledge that 
their faith is not that of a rational being* 
or that their religion will not stand the test of 
reason. All who will take the trouble to in« 
vestigate, must, if they be honest men, make 
up their minds to renounce the religion of the 
rabbies. There is not any one argument, either 
of internal or external evidence, in its behalf, 
on which a man of ordinaiy understanding 
can rest for a moment. The only shadow of 
a basis on which to support the oral law is 
the doctrine of the Sanhedrin, but this, as we 
have seen, disappears so soon as we approach 
the illusion. Instead of giving authority to 
the other parts of the oral law, the doctrine of 
a Sanhedrin appears one o£ the most objection* 
able of its many errors, for it bears upon its 
front the stamp of selfishness and ambition. 
It was an invention of men, who aimed not 
only at a spiritual dominion, but also at a 
secular despotism. The Sanhedrin was merely 
the engine whereby the rabbies hoped to get 
all the power, both of Church and State, into* 
their own hands, and thereby distinguishes the 
Rabbinical religion in the most striking man>- 
ner from that of Jesus of Nazaretli. Chris*' 
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tianity contains no apparatus for securing to 
its teachers the dominion of the world ; and 
therefore the professing followers of Christ, 
when they aimed at worldly power, were first 
obliged to invent an oral law of their own. 
Jesus of Nazareth seeks nothing but the do- 
minion of truth. '* When he perceived that 
they would come and take him by force to 
make him a king, he departed again into a 
mountain himself alone/* (Jolm vi« 15.) 
His doctrine was, <^ My kingdom is not of 
this world.** And in lUie-manner he taught 
his disciples not to seek after worldly power. 
**• Ye know that they which are accounted to 
rule over the Gentiles exercise lordship over 
them : and their great ones exercise authority 
upon them. But so shall it not be among 
you: but whosoever will be great among 
you, shall be your minister: and whosoever 
will be chiefest, shall be servant of alL For 
even the Son of man came not to be minis- 
tered unto, but to minister, and to give his 
lifb a ransom for many.*' (Mark x. 42—45.) 
Jesus and his apostles are perfectly free from 
the suspicion of making religion subservient 
to the promotion of ambitious schemes. The 
teachers of the oral law had, and even now 
have a temptation to uphold its doctrines, be- 
cause they make them the absolute rulers of 
the Jewish people, and this tendency is a 
strong ground of suspicion. When God sent 
Moses, he preserved him from all similar 
imputation, for though he possessed the su- 
preme power during his life, his claims were 
attested by miracles which could not be de- 
nied : and at his decease his children were 
chief neither in Church nor State. The 
priesthood remained in the family of Aaron, 
and the chief magistracy fell to the lot of 
Joshua. Thus disinterestedness distinguished 
the characters of Moses and Jesus from those 
of the rabbies. The doctrine of the Sanhedrin 
reveals but too plainly the motives by which 
the authors of the oral law were actuated. Of 
course we do not mean to ascribe the same mo- 
tives to all the advocates of the oral law in 
the present day. Those motives are neces* 
sarily confined to those times when Judaism 
can be realized, and cannot, therefore, be 
called forth until there is a prospect of restor- 
ing the Rabbinic polity. Our object is not to 
condemn the modem Jews, but to open their 
eyes to a true view of that system by which 
they have been so long deluded. And if they 
should ask us. Where, then, is the truth to 
be found ? we reply, in Moses and the pro- 



phets. For though we are Christians, W0 
firmly believe that true faith in the Old Tes- 
tament must terminate in Christianity. The 
only real obstacle in the way of a Jew*8 re- 
ceiving Jesus as the Messiah, is the prejudice, 
that his fathers, ^ho rejected him, must have 
been in the right; and this obstacle we are 
endeavouring to remove. We have already 
made it appear that they were in the wrong ; 
and our late papers have removed the strongest 
objection that they urge, namely, that the sen- 
tence of the Sanhedrin was decisive against 
his claims. We have shown that the Sanhe- 
drin was altogether an unlawful tribunal, not 
established by Moses, but, as its name inti- 
mates, by the Greeks, and modelled by artful 
and ambitious men for their own purposes: 
and as the tribunal was unlawful, so was the 
sentence. Indeed the tact that the Lord Jesus 
Christ was condemned by an unlawful tri- 
bunal is a testimony in his favour. It shows 
that he disapproved of and opposed their un- 
lawful doings. Jesus was not condemned by 
the friends of Moses, but by his enemies. 
The religion of Christ was persecuted, not by 
those who conscientiously kept Moses' com- 
mands, but by those who had first defaced 
every feature of Mosaism. The men who 
condemned the Lord Jesus were the tyrannical 
usurpers of an authority which Moses had 
given to others; and if Moses himself had 
appeared amongst them, and asserted the 
rights of the priests and Levites against the 
rabbies, they would just as readily have cru- 
cified him as the Lord Jesus Christ. The 
Jews, therefore, of the present day, who ap- 
prove the condemnation of Jesus, unite with 
the enemies of Moses; but those who are 
lovers of the Mosaic law must approve the 
efforts of Jesus to deliver it from the corrup- 
tions of wicked and ambitious men. An un- 
lawful tribunal condemned him for doing 
what every true Jew must acknowledge to be 
right. Whether, then, they acknowledge him 
as the Messiah or not, they must confess that 
he died a martyr to his zeal for the law of 
Moses, and are, therefore, bound to reconsider 
his claims. Jesus was put to death, not be- 
cause he violated the Mosaic precepts, but 
because he reproved others for their trans- 
gressions — not because he endeavoured to 
overturn the religion of Moses, but because 
he resolutely defended its truth against those 
who were introducing a new religion upon its 
ruins. 
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Modern Jtidaisin, or the religion of the 
oral law, cannot bear the slightest investiga- 
tion. Its existence depends altogether upon a 
blind faith. As long as a man is willing to 
deliver up his understanding into the hands 
of the rabbies, and at their bidding believe 
that his right hand is his left, as they require ; 
so long he may be a zealous professor of Ju- 
daism. But, the moment that he begins to think 
and to reason, and to compare his traditional 
faith with the doctrines of Aloses and the pro- 
phets, he must begin to doubt, and if he really 
has a love for the law of Ood, he must ulti- 
mately renounce that superstition which 
caused the destruction of the temple and all 
the subsequent calamities of his people, and 
still enslaves the greatest portion of his nation. 
It matters not at which point he views it — its 
theoretic principles and its practical efiects 
equally condemn it, and prove that it is so far 
from being a revelation from God, that it is 
not even the work of good or wise men. Tlie 
doctrine of the Sanhe^in, which we lately con- 
sidered, exhibits it as a spiritual despotism the 
most intolerable ; but the utter contempt with 
which it looks down upon the female portion 
of mankind makes it to this hour a positive 
curse to the daughters of Israel, and proves 
that it does not proceed from Him who created 
male and female, and pronounced a blessing 
upon the one as well as Uie other. One of the 
prominent characteristics in every false religion 
is the degradation of womankind. The Ma- 
hometan imposture debases women to the level 
of the brute creation. Judaism places them 
in the same category with slaves. In Maho- 
metan countries, women are deprived of all 
culture of head and heart. Rabbinism, as we 
saw in No. 3, pronounces that fathers are 
exempt from all obligation to teach their 
daughters the law of the Lord : but we must 
proceed to consider fully the estimate which 
Rabbinism teaches the Jews to form of their 
daughters^ their sisters^ their mothers^ and 
even the wife of their bosom : and in doing 
this we shall not go to the opinions of the ig- 
norant, the vicious, or the superstitious, but to 
the standard books of the nation. It is not 
possible to produce in English much of the 
slanderous assertions contained in the Talmud ; 
many are too bad for translation, but still 



enough can be brought forward to prove satis- 
factorily that the rabbies look upon womankind 
with contempt. It is generally agreed that 
Rambam or Maimonides, was one of the 
most learned and enlightened of the rabbies, 
and yet the contempt which he felt for the 
femsde head and heart appears very plainly in 
the following passage : — 

ptrcn rmrm mstD rwv^ 'ann di« now* S« 
»T3 w m nu'iron manan ta byp»o na 'noana 
Txrr^sn p wnDtr) «arr D^nyn mV naw© 
rYQVon mV^ p ^zvm na po rrr^n m>mrTO 
n^n |*« -Han dVuwi **ma ntjM vhxo na im rmra 
M"«rr m pT Vy lawo mrr Tiin ^ Dwrt tos^ 
r^*mi vfr\ tD*H»aan rfm^ titvo rwro laiy 
fvwT »D3? K^M m "pT Vy 'n inair p«i -Dnaann 
Ty rwnm y)2S^ ]m« panottj D*3TQpm D»«J3m 

:nan«D nay»i jnrr navitj 
'< Let not any man say, Behold I perform 
the commandments of the law, and study in 
its wisdom, in order to obtain the blessings 
written therein, or to be worthy of the 
life of the world to come: and I abstain 
from the transgressions against which it warns, 
in order to be delivered from the curses written 
in the law, or that I may not be cut off* from 
eternal life. It is not right to serve God in 
this way, for he that serves thus, serves from 
fear, and that is not the degree to which the 
prophets and wise men attained. No one 
serves God in this way, except unlearned men 
(amharatzin), women, and chUdren, whom they 
accustom to serve from fear, until their under- 
standing increases, so that they may serve 
from love." (Hilchoth T'shuvah, c x. 1.) 
Here Maimonides sinks women down to the 
level of children, and even classes their moral 
and intellectual faculties with those of ihe 
despised Amharatzin. We saw in No. 1 that 
an amhaaretz is of so little value, that hb life 
is not considered more precious than that of a 
fish, and such it appears was Rambam's esti- 
mate of the value of a woman. This most 
learned rabbi considered it impossible for a 
woman to love God or to serve him aright : 
and when he wished to warn the Jews against 
serving God in an erroneous manner, he ac- 
tually tells them not to serve Him as the 
women do. A -more debasing imput^lon can- 
not be cast upon a human being than this, that 
he is physically incapable of loving God or 
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serving him aright. If he had asserted that 
since the fall of Adam, the whole human race 
is far gone from original righteousness, and 
that therefore the love of God is not in them, 
he would have said what is asserted in Scrip« 
ture : hut the opinion that women, that is, 
one half of the human species, have a phy- 
gical incapacity to love and serve God; 
and that we are to regard them as a sort 
of finger-post for pointing out error, or 
a notorious example of that irreligion 
which we are to avoid, is to blaspheme the 
Creator, and to hold up the whole female sex 
to the universal scorn of their sons, their 
brothers, and their husbands. It may be 
said, in palliation of so foul a libel, that 
Rambam lived amongst Mahometans, and 
that he insensibly imbibed the opinions of 
the followers of the false prophet. Now it 
is most true that he could never have leanied 
this sentiment from Christians. The New 
Testament does not teach us to look upon 
women as Amharatzin, but to regard them 
as rational and responsible beings, capable of 
doing God the same acceptable service as men, 
liable to the same awful judgment, and par. 
takers of the same blessed hope. This 
apology, if true, would only serve to excuse 
Kambam ; it would not defend the sentiment 
itself, but on the contrary, stamp it as Maho- 
metan. It is not true, however, that Ram. 
bam imbibed this notion from intercourse 
with Maliometans : he learned it in the oral 
law, which has such a low opinion of women 
as to pronounce their testimony invalid. 

• Dnn»m • D»ttj:n • p i^mi • nMsb Vidd «in ^^ 

• D*r«nm • DnDiDTTi •Dranmn D>^"nDm •D'jToiTm 

'^ There are ten sorts of disqualification, 
and every one in whom any one of them is 
found, he is disqualified from giving evidence; 
and these are they — women, slaves, children, 
idiots, deaf persons, the blind, the wicked, the 
despised, relations, and those interested in 
their testimony — behold, these are ten." 
(Hilchoth Eduth., c. ix. 1.) Now, it will be 
observed that these ten classes may be reduced 
to two — those who are disquaHfied by physical 
or intellectual infirmity, as children, idiots, 
deaf and blind persons ; and secondly, those 
whose moral integrity is exposed to suspicion, 
as slaves, wicked and despised persons, rela. 
tions, and those who have an interest in the 
cause. To one of these two classes women 
must belong : they are disqualified either be- 
cause of incapacity, or because their moral 
feeling may not be trusted, and in either case 
are treated with a most unmerited contempt. 
It is true that the rabbles endeavour to prove 
that the law of Moses excludes women from 
giving testimony, saying — 



'* Women are disqualified by the law from 
giving testimony, for it is said, ' At the mouth 
of two witnesses,* where the word witness is of 
the masculine, not the feminine gender ;" but 
this proof is altogether inconclusive ; on the 
same principle it might be proved that women 
might break all the ten commandments, for 
they are all given in the masculine gender. 
Indeed it is self.evident that God could not 
have given a law so absurd. There are 
thousands of cases, where, if women could 
not give evidence, all the ends of justice would 
be defeated. Take, for instance, the famous 
judgment of Solomon, where the two women 
laid claim each to the living child. In this 
case there could be no testimony but that of 
the women themselves, and Solomon did not 
send them away because they were women. 
Take also the case of Boaz and Ruth. When 
Boaz wished to marry Ruth, it was necessary 
first to redeem the inheritance, and for tbb it 
was absolutely necessary to prove that Ruth 
was the wife of Naomi^s son. But there was 
no testimony but that of the women them- 
selves. Elimelech, Chilion and Mahlon, were 
all dead, and the marriage had taken place in 
a foreign land, yet we do not read of any diffi. 
culties being raised. Boaz himself, Naomi's 
kinsman, and the elders of Israel, appear all 
to have been perfectly satisfied. The disqua- 
lification of women, ^erefore, was not ordained 
by Moses, but is the invention of the rabbles, 
and shows that the rabbies had so low an 
opinion of the intellect or the integrity of 
women, as to think either that women are so 
half.witted as not to be fit to give testimony, 
or so dishonest as not to be trusted in the tes- 
timony which they may give. 

But this degradation of the female cha- 
racter is not confined to the rabbinic courts of 
law. They have dared to carry it even into 
the house of God, and to make it prominent 
in the public worship of the Creator. The 
oral law has ordained that no public worship, 
nor indeed many religious solemnities, can be 
performed, unless there be ten persons present, 
but from this number it has carefully excluded 
the women, determining that — 
D'^iy) ]'n')n >:i d'tjd ^7vxo ytj rrwyn n^ 

'' It is necessary that all these ten be free 
and adult men.** (Orach Chaiim, 55.) So 
that if there should be ten thousand women in 
the synagogue, they are counted as nobody, 
and unless there be ten men there can be no 
service. Hence it is that the daughters of 
Israel are never suffered to appear as parti- 
cipators in the worship of God, but are com. 
pelled to look on from a distance, as if they 
had neitlier part nor lot in the matter. Now 
what reason is there why women should not 
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be regarded as worshippers? Are they not 
rational beings? are ihey not creatures of 
God ? are they not heirs of immortality just 
as well as the men ? Will they not join In 
the praises of the redeemed in Paradise ; or is 
the Mahometan doctrine true, that women 
have no souls ? Certainly, when one looks at 
the Jewish synagogue, one would think so. 
Before marriage the women never go there at 
all, and after marriage how seldom. On the* 
Barbary coast they hardly ever go, and in 
Poland how common is it, whilst the men are 
in the synagogue at prayer, to see their wives 
outside loitering and chatting, as if the public 
worship of God was no concern of theirs. 
Even in this country the attendance of females 
is not at all equal to that of the men. How 
contrary is this state of things to the command 
of God in the Psalms, *^ Both young men and 
maidens ; old men and children ; let them praise 
the name of the Lord." (Psalm cxlviii. 12, 13.) 
And again, ^^ Let every thijig that hath breath 
praise the Lord." (Ps. cl. 6.) How differ- 
ent is the condition of the Jewish females 
under the OTal law, from that described by 
Moses : — ^^ When Miriam, the prophetess, the 
sister of Aaron, took a timbrel in her hand ; 
and all the women went out after her, with 
timbrels and with dances. And Miriam an- 
swered them, Sing ye to the Lord, for he hath 
triumphed gloriously.'* (EiumI. xi. 21.) 
Then the women were permitted to unite in 
the noblest work that can engage the soul of 
human beings, the praises of our God. But 
now ihey are shut out, according to the ordi- 
nance of the rabbles — they are not reckoned 
amongst God's worshippers, and if ten thou- 
sand of them should go to the synagogue, 
unless there should also be a suflScient num- 
ber of men, a disciple of the rabbies would 
count them as nobody, and not think it worth 
his while to read prayers for them. A law 
like this cannot possibly proceed from God, 
He makes no such difference between male 
and female. 
iTTsy ttr«n "^wi vh ycn^ u\un rmaai «b 
*'' He delighteth not in the strength of the 
horse ; he taketh not pleasure in the legs of 
a man." (Ps. cxlvii. 10.) ^^ The sacrifices of 
God are a broken spirit ; a broken and con- 
trite heart, O God, thou wilt not despise" 
(Ps. li. 170 » ^^ matter whether it be male or 
female. 

But the oral law is not content with de- 
grading women by refusing to number them 
as a part of the congregation, it actually pre- 
scribes a form of daily prayer expressive of 
their contempt* Every day the men say— 

: rwH »2«)r vfw drc^n Tbo "«:nf?« "n "« "a 

**' Blessed art thou, O Lord, our God ! 
king of the universe, who hath not made me a 
woman." MHiilst the women are directed to 
say — 



: i3"i:?-o ^2ttJ2^tt? Db^^7l •j'jo irr^w 'n "« "a 
" Blessed art thou, O Lord our God ! King 
of the universe, who hath made me according 
to his will." (Daily Prayers, p. 6.) The 
proud benediction of the men is founded 
altogether on the oral law, which promises 
rewards not to the state of the heart, but to 
the external operation of keeping God's com- 
mands, and as many of them cannot be kept 
by the women, intimates that the men will 
I have a greater reward. This prayer, or rather 
thanksgiving, refers especially to the study 
of the law, from which they suppose the 
woman to be dispensed, and for which they 
expect no small reward in the world to come, 
and upon which they pride themselves, parti, 
cularly in this present life. The man who 
remembers the day of judgment, when the 
secrets of all hearts shall be revealed, or bears 
in mind that the distinction of sex, like the 
difference of rank or office or nationality, is 
only for this world, will find but little reason 
for offering up any such thanksgiving. He 
knows that God wUl render to every human 
being, not according to sex, but according to 
deeds; and feeling that all, both male and 
female, are sinners, will see that such arrogance 
is unbecoming at all times, and particularly 
odious at the moment when he comes to ask 
pardon of Him ^^ who spieth out all our ways." 
Instead of despising others, under the pre- 
tence of thanking God, the truly devout man 
will be much more ready to take up the lan- 
guage of David, and say — " Enter not into 
judgment with thy servant, O Lord ; for in 
thy sight shall no man living be justified." 

It appears, from these quotations, that 
Maimonides did not learn his contempt for 
womankind from the Mahometans, but from 
the oral law and the prayers of the synagogue. 
Modem Judaism disqualifies a woman from 
giving evidence, shuts her out from the study 
of God's word, excludes her from the number 
of his worshippers, and even in its prayers to 
God pronounces her as nothing better than a 
heathen, or a slave ; for in the preceding 
benedictions, the man says first — '^ Blessed 
urt thou, O God, &c , who hath not made me 
a heathen ;" then, " Blessed art thou, &c., 
who hath not made me a slave ;" and, finally, 
*' Blessed art thou, &c, who hath not made 
me a woman." Now we ask every Jew and 
Jewess, into whose hands this paper may fall, 
whether a religion which teaches one-half of 
the human race to despise and degrade the 
other half, can possibly come from God ? or 
whether it is not the invention of narrow- 
minded and vainglorious men ? Even reason 
itself would tell us that God would never teach 
us to despise the works of his own hands, and 
still less to hold up the mother who bore us, 
or the companion who has shared all our joys 
and sorrows, to the scorn of a privileged class 
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of human beings. And yet this is what the 
oral law does^ and thereby shows that it does 
not proceed from Him who inspired Moses 
and the prophets. The writings of the Old 
Testament furnish no warrant for female de- 
gradation. They commence by telling us 
that die woman as well as the man was formed 
in the image of Ood, and that though woman 
was first led into transgression, yet that she 
should have the honour of giving birth to 
Him who should bruise the serpent's head. 
(Gen. iii. 15.) They tell us further, that 
when God was pleased to give the command, 
ments from Sinai, that he exacted of all chil- 
dren to honour the mother as well as the 
father — "Honour thy father and thy mother." 
But how is it possible for any one to honour 
his mother who despises her as an inferior 
being, does not look upon her as fit to give 
evidence in a court of law, and even makes it 
a matter of public thanksgiving that he is not 
like her ? Surely such an one is much more 
like him of whom it is said — 
nD« rma dtn ^d 

'* A foolish man despiseth his mother." 
(Prov. XV. 20.) The oral law is, in this re- 
spect, altogether inconsistent with the law of 
God. The former tells fathers to leave their 
daughters without any religious education, 
and the latter supposes that they have been so 
well taught as to be able to teach their sons. 
Thus Solomon sajrs, more than once, " My 
son, keep thy father's commandment, and 
forsake not the law of thy mother,*' ton niin. 
(Prov. vi. 20.) But how is it possible for 
those Jewish mothers, in Poland or Africa for 
instance, who cannot even read themselves, to 
teach their son's ? or, even suppose they could 
read, how can a son believe in his mother's 
instruction when the oral law tells him that 
she is not qualified to give testimony? But 
the Bible does not teach us merely to have a 
respect for our own mother, but shows us 
generally that God is no respecter of persons, 
and that he bestows his gifts upon all. It 
presents to our view many women, as Sarah, 
Rebecca, Miriam, Deborah, and Hannah, as 
examples of piety, and informs us that in the 
time of salvation, he will pour out his Spirit 
upon all flesh, without any distinction of sex 
or nation. ^' And it shall come to pass after- 
ward, that I will pour out my Spirit upon all 
flesh ; and your tons and your daughters shall 



prophesy." (Joel iii. I. In the English Bible 
ii. 28.) Yea, as if to mock the rabbies and 
the oral law, God adds, that it shall be given 
even to the male and female slaves. 

•pDttJx rronn D-D^a n^nottn *m onam by oat 

^^ Yea, even upon the servants and hand- 
maids, in those days, will I pour out my 
Spirit." The two classes of human beings whom, 
next to the Amharatzin^ the oral law treats 
with the most indignity, are women and slaves : 
but God's thoughts are not like the rabbies' 
thoughts, and he, therefore, graciously stands 
forth as the vindicator of the oppressed, and 
promises even to these classes the gift of pro- 
phecy. Here again, then, we see that *^as far 
as the east is from the west," so diflfcirent is 
God's law from the present religion of the 
Jewish people. The religion of the rabbies is 
a grinding tyranny, oppressive to the Gentiles, 
to slaves, yea, and to all unlearned Jews, and 
that does not even spare the wives, the mothers, 
and the daughters of Israel. Wherever the 
oral law can have its full sway, as in Maho- 
metan countries, the women are left totally 
destitute of learning and religion — ^they are 
not even taught to read. In not one of those 
countries is a school for female children to be 
found. It is only in Christian lands that the 
daughters of Israel get any education, or ever 
attain to anything like that station which 
God destined them to filL Wherever the light 
of Christianity shines, however feeble, it 
ameliorates the condition of the female portion 
of the Jewish nation, and compels even the 
disciples of Rabbinism to take a little more 
care of their souls and their intellects. Jewish 
females are therefore deeply indebted to the 
doctrines of Jesus of Nazareth. If he had not 
risen up against the oral law, they would be 
universally classed with slaves^ idiots, and 
Amharatzin. He has delivered them from 
this degradation. Let them then consider the 
religion of Jesus, and the religion which 
the rabbies have taught them, and then let 
them decide which is most beneficial to their 
temporal and eternal welfare. The religion 
that comes from God must be beneficial to all 
his rational creatures. A religion that op- 
presses or disdains any one class, and deprives 
them of religious instruction, cannot come from 
him. 
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Ore AT and striking is the difference of 
position which womankind occupies in Eu- 
rope and in the countries of the East. In the 
latter they are men's slaves : in the former his 
companions. In the latter they are objects 
of contempt even to their own sons. In the 
former they are the honoured instruments to 
impart the first elements of learning and re- 
ligion. Here in Europe they appear as co- 
heirs, with man, of reason, of intellect, of li- 
berty and immortality ; but there they seem 
to be an inferior race of beings, at the very 
most a better sort of domestic animaL That 
the European state of things is more agree- 
able to Ood's intention in the creation of male 
and female is evident from the consideration, 
that there one half of the human race is 
doomed to degradation and misery, whilst 
here they enjoy a becoming respect, and a 
much larger portion of happiness ; and still 
more from observing the effects of the two sys- 
terns. Here the intellectual and moral powers 
of mankind have far advanced towards per- 
fection, but there the human race is still de- 
based and barbarous. Now that, which makes 
happy and improves, must necessarily be more 
agreeable to Ood's purpose in creation, than 
that which degrades and makes unhappy; 
and this argument will also go far to prove 
that another striking feature of difference, which 
distinguishes the West from the East, is also 
more in accordance with the will of Ood ; we 
mean the fact that h^re men have only one 
wife, whilst there they have many. There 
can be no doubt that this characteristic 
of European life conduces much to the well- 
being and the peace of families, as well as to 
the moral and intellectual improvement of indi- 
yiduals. In these two great advantages and 
means of happiness the Jewesses of Europe 
participate. They are not illiterate slaves 
like their sisters in the east, neither do they 
divide their husbands' affections with many. 
Here the Jews, like the Christians, have only 
one wife. It becomes, therefore, a most in- 
teresting subject of inquiry to know to what 
the European Jewesses are indebted for this 
superiority of respect and happiness. Is it to 
their own religion, or to the religion of Chris- 
tians, that is, is it to Judaism or Christia- 
nity ? We might answer at once, that Ju- 
daism has certainly not produced this salutary 
difference, for then it would have produced 



the same effect in Mahometan countries, but we 
prefer referring to the oral law itself. We have 
already shown that modem Judaism d^ades 
women to the level of slaves and Amharattin : 
we shall now prove that tlie Jewesses are not 
indebted to it for the abolition of polygamy. 
When Napoleon assembled the famous Pa- 
risian Sanhedrin he proposed this question to 
the Jewish deputies, *^ Is it lawful for Jews to 
marry more than one wife ?" To which they 
returned the following answer : — '^ It is not 
lawful for Jews to marry more than one wife : 
in all European countries they conform to the 
general practice of marrying only one. Moses 
does not command expressly to take several; 
but he does not forbid it. He seems even to 
adopt that custom as generally prevailing, 
since he settles the rights of inheritance be- 
tween children of different wives. Although 
this practice still prevails in the East, yet 
their ancient doctors have enjoined them to 
restrain from taking more than one wife, ex- 
cept when the man is enabled by his fortune 
to maintain several. The case has been dif- 
ferent in the West; the wish of adopting 
the customs of the inhabitants of this part of 
the world has induced the Jews to renounce 
polygamy. But as several individuals still 
indulged in that practice, a synod was con- 
vened at Worms in tlie eleventh century, com- 
posed of one hundred rabbles, with Guerson 
(Oershom) at their head. This assembly pro- 
nounced an anathema against every Israelite 
who should, in future, take more than one 
wife. Although this prohibition was not to 
last for ever, the influence of European man- 
ners has universally prevailed." (Transac- 
tions of the Sanheidrin, p. 150). A more 
evasive, false, and inconsistent answer has 
rarely been given to a plain straightforward 
question. First they say decidedly, that it is 
not lawful for Jews to marry more than one 
wife : then they spend a page in contradicting 
themselves, and at last acknowledge that 
the abolition of polygamy was first owing 
to the anathema of a rabbi, and that it is 
now to be attributed to the influence of Eu- 
ropean manners. But what are European 
manners ? What religion do Europeans pro- 
fess ? Plainly the religion of Jesus of Naza- 
reth, so that here the Jewish deputies acknow- 
ledge that if Jewish wives have not got three 
or tour or more rivals shut up with them in 
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the same house, they owe this benefit to Chris- 
tianity. But we must not rest satistied with 
this answer of the Parisian deputies ; we must 
ask the oral law itself, whether it is lawful 
for Jews to marry more than one wife, and 
must hear the oral law*8 reply. It answers 
thus : — 

nn« nnn ^*a n«D "jVdm D^nja noD dtm twn: 
rrrrtt? «im • iDyb 7t^y intJN ]*>n ^^ -^nw nn yi 
J nn«i nn« ta"> ^«ii3 hdi^i niDD iwt) ]rr''7 ^y 

** A man may marry many wives, even a 
hundred, either at once, or one after the 
other, and his wife cannot prevent it, pro- 
vided that be is able to give to each suitable 
food, clothing, and marriage-duty." (lad 
Hachasakah Hilchoth Ishuth., c. xiv. 3.) 
This is rather different doctrine from that of 
the Parisian Sanhedrin. Here it is plain 
that the oral law allows a man to have more 
than one wife, and does not stint him at all 
as to the number. The Arbah Turim 
teaches precisely the same doctrine, except 
that it advises a man not to marry more than 
four. 
nOD DIM ««13 »11 -raWT D*«>a HDD m« «ttn3 

'td inv Di« wr vbvs mi^ nsy D'ODn lan: 

*' A man may marry many wives, for 
Rabba says it is lawful to do so, if he can 
provide for them. Neverthdess, the wise 
men have given good advice, that a man 
should not marry more than four wives.*' 
(Even Haezer, 1.) So far then as Judaism 
is concerned, polygamy is lawful ; and a Jew 
that would even restrict himself according to 
the advice of the rabbles, might still have 
four wives. It is not his religion that teaches 
him to be content with one;' and therefore 
we must, fwther, inquire how it is that the 
Jews, who consider polygamy lawful, do not 
indulge in it. The Parisian deputies have 
^ready informed us that it still prevails in 
the East, and that it prevailed in Europe until 
the eleventh century, when R. Gershom ana- 
thematized it. In die place just cited we find 
a similar statement. 

la'M nn« nt?« «^« ««rb vfros lamt) Dipoa 
^ Dnnn ys ; ^^m^ Vy mn« rrow b*«r!? >««n 
: noTvo pi Dnnn vh riDS*! !n« im?« ^ «tt»yf 
ly vh» Dnnn vfry mrrwn tas inopn rrotJD Mbi 

'^ In a place where the custom is to marry 
only one wife, it is not permitted to marry 
more than oae woman. R. Gershom anathe- 
matized any one that should marry a second, 
whilst his wife was alive ; but this anathema 
does not extend to the case of the widow of 
a brother, who has died without children, nor 
to the case of a woman who is only betrothed. 
This ordinance, however, does not obtain in 
all lands, and the anathema was only to last 
until the end of the fifth thousand years. 
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Hence it appears that before R. Gershom 
polygamy was lawful and practised by the 
Jews in Europe, but that he forbade it ex- 
cept in particular cases; and further, that 
R. Gershom *8 prohibition was only temporary, 
it was to have force until the end of the 
fifth thousand years, that is, until the year 
1240 of the Christian era. This period is 
now long past, for the Jews reckon this year 
5597t and Gershom*s anathema has therefore 
lost its force : consequently, the only obstacle 
which their religion opposed to polygamy has 
been removed, and, so far as conscience is 
concerned, every professor of Judaism must 
feel himself at liberty to marry as many wives 
as he likes. He knows that R. Gershom's 
anathema has expired, and if he goes to the 
codes of Jewish law, he finds that it is left 
doubtful. For instance, the note on the pas- 
sage just cited says*— 

an:Dm HDpnn i^ ma^To bDS oipo iyy\ 
niDim I'DiDi D»iD3 Ti'o |>wri3 f hn tow raiiTon 
]7iD nrw XETub d^3 '2 «ttn3i nnrt) na pisi 

: p pm3 pn ^OyniVl Ppii D^3 "ODtJ 
'' Nevertheless, in all these countries the 
ordinance and the custoip remain in force, 
and it is not lawful to marry two wives ; and 
he that transgresses and does so is to be com- 
pelled by anathema and excommunication to 
divorce one of them. But some say that in 
the present time he that transgresses the ana- 
thema of R. Gershom is not to be compelled, 
for the five thousand years have been com- 
pleted long since; but the custom is not 
according to this.** Here then are two ejn- 
nions. The most strict of the two is, that 
polygamy is now not lawful, and that he who 
marries two wives must divorce one of them : 
but even this cannot be very satisfactory to 
the woman whom he first married, for it does 
not define which of the two is to be divorced. 
It only requires that one of them should be 
divorced, and leaves it to the man himself to 
divorce which he pleases. The other opinion 
is, that polygamy is now lawful, and ^at he 
is not to be compelled to divorce either. 
Hence it appears that it is not Judaism which 
protects the rights and the happiness of Jewish 
womai, or the peace and comfort of Jewish 
families. The influence and the laws of 
Christianity forbid polygamy. To Christi- 
anity, then, Jewish females are indebted, not 
only for the station which they hold in society, 
but for the peace which they enjoy in their 
homes. Wherever Christianity has no power, 
there the Jews may take as many wives as 
they please: and if ever Judaism should ob- 
tain supreme power, Jewesses must expect to 
be again degraded into the category of slaves 
and AmJiaratzin^ and to have their domestic 
peace annihilated by the introduction of new 
wives and families. It may be replied, that 
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this objection applies with equal force to ihe 
written law, for that Moses himself allows po- 
lygamy. But to this we answer, that Moses 
only tolerated polygamy, but that he shows 
clearly that it was not the purpose of God, 
that men should have more wives than one. 
He found an evil custom existing amongst a 
people debased by Egyptian slavery, and 
like a wise refonner, he did not com- 
inence his improvements by destroying 
all that existed, but endeavoured to restrain 
the evil, to show that it was contrary to God's 
original institution, and to point out the con- 
sequences. He did not immediately pro- 
nounce it unlawful, for that would have been 
attended with serious inconveniences, but by 
the direction of God gave laws to protect the 
wives and children. In the beginning of Gene- 
sis — he sliowed that God's will was, that a 
man should have only one wife, for that he 
did not create several women, but only one. 
He gives the words of God, saying, *^ It is 
not good that the man should be alone : I 
will make him an help meet for him, na3D nw," 
where <^ help" is in the singular number, to 
show that man was not to have more than one 
help meet for him.- And again, those words, 
^^ Therefore shall a man leave his father and 
his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife,'* 
not unto his wives, but to' his wife ; where it 
is also to be observed, that God is laying 
down a law, not for Adam (mly, but for 
coming generations. By exhibiting the ori- 
ginal institution of marriage in Paradise, 
whilst man was yet innocent, and stating the 
original law and purpose of God, Moses plainly 
showed that God's will was, that a man 
should have only one wife. He then goes 
on to show, that the first who departed from 
this original institution was Lamech, one of 
the wicked descendants of wicked Cain. 
*' And Lamech took unto him two wives" 
(Gen. iv. 19), whom he holds up as a 
warning, recording of him only that he had 
two wives, and that he was a murderer. 
With this he contrasts the conduct of Noah 
and his sons, who had only one wife ^ch. 
In the history of the patriarchs he shows the 
evil consequences of polygamy. He shows 
that it was not the wilt of Abraham to take a 
second wife, but that Sarah in her eagerness 
to have children misled him, and that discord 
and domestic trouble soon followed. And by 
all the troubles which the sons of Ishmael 
have since inflicted upon the children of 
Isaac, God has, in his providence, confirmed 
the moral to be drawn from the Alosaic nar- 
rative. Moses then points out the happiness 
of Isaac, who had only one wife ; and the 
troubles of Jacob, who, not by his own choice, 
but by the wickedness of Lafaian, and the folly 
of Laban's daughters, had more than one ; 
and last of all, Moses gave in himself an ex- 



ample of the conduct which he wished Israel 
to pursue by having only one wife himself. 
A careful examination, therefore, of the law 
of Moses will show that he only tolerated 
polygamy as an existing evil, but that he 
intended to discourage it, by exhibiting the 
original institution ot marriage, and the many 
evils that result from a departure from God's 
purpose. When, therefore, we show that the 
oral law permits men to have more wives than 
one, and that consequently it is accountable 
for all the evil thence resultii^, we cannot be 
charged with reproaching the law of Moses. 
The oral law says expressly, that a man may 
marry many wives, even a hundred. The 
law of Moses nowhere says any thing of the 
kind. It only legislates in case that such a 
thing should happen. The oral law plainly 
advises a man not to take more than four 
wives. The law of Moses holds up the evil 
of having more than one. If men would care- 
fully read the law of Moses, they would see 
that the original intention was, that a man 
should have only one wife. But if a man 
follow the oral law, he will be encouraged to 
take as many as be can support. It is evi^ 
dent, therefore, that if the Jews in Europe do 
not practise polygamy, their conduct is not to 
be ascribed to the influence of Judaism, but 
of Christianity. 

It is, further, evident that this Christian 
practice of having only one wife, cannot be 
objected to as an unauthorised alteration of the 
law of ]\Ioses. If R. Gershom was al- 
lowed to forbid polygamy, wad the Jews con- 
sidered themselves bound to obey him, they 
cannot reasonably object to the Christian laws 
on the same subject. Christianity has only 
effected by its influence what R. Gershom 
endeavoured to accomplish by anathema. 
The only difference is, that Christianity was 
first, and that R. Gershom lenmt the evil 
of polygamy from Christians. If it was law« 
ful for a rabbi, it was still more lawful for the 
Messiah to restore the original constitution of 
marriage as established in Paradise, and to 
deliver Jewish wives and families from all 
that confusion and discord which results from 
polygamy. But it is particularly deserving 
of notice that R. Gershom, by forbidding 
the Jews to have more wives than one, made 
a great and decided change in the oral law. 
That which the oral law allows, R. Ger- 
shom forbids. We grant, indeed, that by 
thus changing the oral law, he approximated 
to the mind and intention of Moses : but he 
altered the oral law, and thereby shows us 
that he himself did not believe that the oral 
law was to last for ever, or that it is of eternal 
obligation. If he had considered it unchange- 
able, he would not have dared to make the 
change ; but by making so important a change 
as this, to forbid what it allows, he plainly 
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shows it as his opinion, that where there 
is a grave reason, the oral law may be 
changed or abolished ; and all the Jews 
who acquiesce in his ordinance, and think 
it is unlawful to marry more wives than 
one, consent to the change. But if it 
be lawful to change in one thing, it must 
also be lawful to change in another, sa that 
the Rabbinical Jews have no reason whatever 
for reproaching their brethren who renounce 
the oral law totally. . Such persons are only 
acting upon a principle practically acknow. 
ledged by all the Jews of Europe. It may 
^e said that R* Oershom's change was only 
temporary, and that the present acquiescence 
of European Jews is only a sort of homage 
to Christian principles. This is certainly true, 
and this reply leads us to consider the dreary 
prospect presented to Jewish females, if ever 
modem Judaism should obtain power. The 
influence of Christian principle would then 
cease, — polygamy would again be lawful, and 
the matrons of Israel, who now appear as 
ihe participators in the family government 
and the guides of their households, would 
again be degraded into one of a herd of female 
slaves. They might have a hundred com- 
petitors and rivals in their husbands' affections, 
and even if the husband should follow the 
advice of the rabbies, and take only four 
-wives, they would at least have three. Now, 
we ask every matron in Israel whether she 
would wish such a change, or whether she 
would prefer the present state of things, where 
a man can have only one wife ? If she prefers 
the present state, then she prefers the Chris- 
tian principle, and acknowledges that Chris- 
tianity is better than Judaism. If she does 
not wish for the restoration of polygamy, then 
she confesses that the doctrines of Judaism 
are injurious, and that she does not desire the 
triumph of her own religion. Then why 
should she profess a religion which she ac- 
knowledges to be prejudicial to her welfare — 
or why should she reject a religion which pro- 
tects her pence and comfort ? There can be no 
question, that Christianity has prevented 
amongst the Jews the practice of having many 
wives; it has, therefore, been a blessing to 
Jewish families for centuries; why, then, 
should they despise or oppose a religion which 
has been, and still is, a blessing ? And we 
propose this question, not only to Jewish 
wives, but to Jewish husbands. Is it not a 
iact, that Ood*8 original institution was that a 
man should have only one wife — does not 



Moses show that the first polygamist was a 
descendant of wicked Cain, and, that family 
discord and unhappiness is the consequence 
of having more wives than one ? Does not 
reason, and the state of Mahometan countries, 
show tliat where there are many wives, woman 
is degraded, and the education o£ children ne- 
cessarily neglected? Is not the moral, the 
intellectual, and scientific progress of mankind 
greatly superior in Christian countries, where 
men have only one wife ? Is not, then, the 
practice of having only one wife a blessing ? 
Has it not been a blessing to Jewish husbands, 
wives, and children ? Are not, then, the Jews 
deeply indebted to Christianity for that mea- 
sure of peace and moral improvement which 
they have derived from this practice ? And 
would not an adherence to their own oral law 
in the same degree have proved a disadvan- 
tage, if not a curse? How, then, can they 
oppose a religion which has been to them a 
blessing? — or how can they adhere to a re- 
ligion which contains principles subversive of 
their domestic peace, and destructive to the 
well-being, and the moral and intellectual im- 
provement of one-half the human race ? The 
rabbies say, that the oral law is eternal in its 
obligation: if so, then polygamy is to be 
eternal in its continuance, and then men are 
never to return to that state of perfection which 
they enjoyed in paradise. Who is there that 
does not see that the race of man was most 
happy when sin was unknown, and most 
perfect in intellect when he could hold con- 
verse with the Deity and dwell in the garden 
of Ood ? But if Judaism be true, men are 
never again to enjoy that state, for then poly- 
gamy was unknown. Adam had only one 
wife; and until sin entered into the world, and 
ripened even into murder, no man had two 
wives. Judaism is, therefore, opposed to the 
pure and perfect state of things that existed in 
paradise, and favourable to that confusion intro- 
duced by the murderous Lamech, the son of 
murderous Cain—and Christianity resembles, 
in its principles of marriage, the happy state 
ordained by God in Paradise. Here, then, we 
have another and a practical proof that the 
oral law is not of Ood. Its authors totallT 
misunderstood the mind and purpose of Moaea, 
the servant of Ood, and misinterpreted his 
temporary toleration of an existing evil into 
a positive permission and sanction for con. 
tinuing it. We have also another proof of 
the divine origin of Christianity. 
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When God deliyered thecommandments at 
Sinai, he placed those which related to him- 
sdf first, to teach us that our first duty is to 
love and serve him : and immediately after 
these he gave the command ^* Honour thy 
father and thy mother," to show us that, next 
to himself, we are bound to reverence, to love, 
and to obey those to whom we owe our exist- 
ence. This order of things was not an arbi~ 
trary choice, but founded in that natural con. 
stitution of creation which God ordained as 
most conducive to the intellectual and moral 
well-being as well as to the happiness of his 
creatures. He does not command us to love 
and serve Him, and Him only, merely because 
He has the right on the one hand, and it is 
our bounden duty on the other; but because a 
conformity to his will is an approximation 
both to wi»dom and happiness. Neither does 
he tell us to honour father and mother, be- 
cause we owe them all such reverence, as from 
them we have derived our being, and to them 
are indebted for all the care and affection with 
which they have tended and watched over our 
infancy : but because He has himself consti- 
tuted the relation of parent and child, and or- 
dained parental affection and filial duty as the 
means of promoting our welfare in time and 
in eternity. Any religion, therefore, whose 
tendency is to render obedience to that com- 
mand impossible, must not only be contrary 
to the will of God, but to the happiness of 
man ; and this is one of the many reasons for 
which we think that Judaism must be false. 
The religion of the oral law has a direct ten- 
dency to diminish a son*s respect for his mo- 
ther. We do not mean to say that in this or 
any other Christian country Jewish sons despise 
their mothers. The co-existence of Chris- 
tianity necessarily counteracts the development 
of Rabbinical principles. We intend only to 
exhibit the natural and necessary consequences, 
if there were no counteracting force. The con- 
tempt which the oral law pours upon women 
in general, and the encouragement which it 
gives to polygamy have necessarily the effect 
of lessening their respect both in the eyes of 
their husbands and their sons, and this ten- 
dency is still more increased by the Rabbinic 
doctrine of divorce, which we now propose to 
coniii(ter. The law of Moses permits divorce 
under certain circumstances. It says, " When 
a man hath taken a wife, and married her, 



and it come to pass that she find no favour in 
his eyes, because he hath found some unclean- 
ness, nil nvi]^, in her ; then let him write her 
a bill of divorcement, and give it in her hand, 
and send her out of his house," &c. (Deut. 
xxiv. 1.) But this permission, founded on 
grave and important considerations, the rab- 
bles have perverted into an unlimited licence 
to divorce on the most trifling pretext 
d"« «"»i in«« rw DIM xcro} vh onow «"a 

nit? Mso o »3n fcnp^ ''^srm ib*«3n nmpn iVdh 
«i»i» 'ti na3D rrffoxm "irw -qt i« rrrcff i« nn 
*Dn MTpb «mi n:D*n rw: ninw «sd '>d« tin 
i« n3 ^ ]n '»D V3*3?i ]n knjon vh d« n^m 
HMD rw«D X2W0 n"iD nabm w rvii]? nsqw 

: rrenab Vi3» 
*^ The school of Shammai says, A man is 
not to divorce his wife unless he shall find 
some uncleanness in her, for they interpret 
the verse according to its simple meaning, if 
she find no favour in his eyes on account of 
his finding some uncleanness in her. The 
school of Hillel thinks, that if a woman let 
the broth bum it is sufficient, for they inter- 
pret the words ' a matter of uncleanness* to 
mean, Either uncleanness, or any other 
matter in which she has offended him. But 
R. Akiva thinks, that a man may divorce his 
wife, if he only find another handsomer than 
she is, for he interprets the verse thus, * If 
she find no favour in his eyes,' where he ex- 
plains favour to refer to the favour of beauty, 
or if he find a matter of uncleanness. But 
the legal decision is according jto the school of 
Hillel, that is, if a wife sin against her hus- 
band, he may divorce her." (Arbah Turim 
Hilchoth Gittin., 1.) This monstrous pas- 
sage is in itself sufiScient to shake the autho- 
rity of the oral law, for in the first place we 
find three grave authorities, Shammai, Hillel, 
and Akiva, all differing as to the sense of a 
most important passati^e, bearing upon a sub- 
ject that most nearly affects the happiness and 
well-being of human society. One of the 
gravest questions that can be propounded is. 
When is a man justified in divorcing his wife ? 
If there be an oral law at all, it ought cer- 
tainly to answer this question clearly, unequi- 
vocally, and satisfactorily. The existence of 
disputation shows that these three rabbles had 
no authoritative tradition on the subject, but 
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were merely giving tlicir own private opinions : 
and that therefore the assertion, that an oral 
law exists, is a mere fiction invented to im- 
pose upon the credulous, but insufficient to 
beget faith in any man or woman that will 
make use of the reason given by God. The 
old fable, that God cans d a voice to be heard 
from heaven, saying, when the rabbles diffiir, 

« That 

: D«n DThH nrn n'jwi rf7« 
both speak the words of the living God," will 
not do now. Every one can understand that 
God does not speak contradictions. No one 
will believe that the profane sentiment of R. 
Akiva, That a man may divorce bis wife as 
Soon as he finds another who pleases him 
better, can proceed from the God of holiness 
and justice. It is true that this opinion is 
not the law; but the opinion of Hillel, which 
is the law, is not a whit better. It pro- 
nounces thatif a woman only spoil the broth she 
may be divorced : now this interpretation of the 
words of IWoses is plainly contrary to the gram- 
matical sense : ni^ is in Regimen (m*DD) 
and joined to w by a munach, and can 
therefore by no means be separated from it so 
as to signify " Either uncleanness or some 
other matter." The words of Moses, the 
points, and the accents, all decide that there 
is only one cause for which a man may put 
away his wife. Hillel and his successors have 
wilfully passed by the plain sense of the He- 
brew words, in iheir eagerness to obtain a 
facility for putting away their wives. They 
were not ignorant of the right sense, for that 
was plainly asserted by Shammai, but were 
determined to get rid of it; and such was the 
state of the Jews at the time, that they had 
influence enough to turn their false interpreta- 
tion into law ; and such has been the state of 
the Jews ever since, that it continues law to 
this very hour. A RabbinicalJew may, accord, 
ing to his religious tenets, turn away his wife, 
the mother of his children, on a pretext that 
would hardly justify the dismissal of a servant. 
He may nidely*tear asunder the sacred ties of 
conjugal affection, and separate between mo- 
ther and children, if the unhappy woman 
should only make a mistake in her cookery. 
One of the worst charges brought against the 
fdave-dealers was, that they had no respect 
either for maternal or filial affection ; that 
they separated between mother and children. 
The very same accusation can be brought 
against modem Judaism, which . legitimatizes 
the very same disregard for the feelings of a 
mother. Can, then, such a religion, which 
thus daringly snaps the ties of nature, be from 
God? Is it possible that God should thus 
expose one half of his rational creatures to 
the caprice and the tyranny of those who ought 
to be their defenders and protectors from every 



insult and every hann ? If the same right 
were given to women, though the laws would 
be most contrary to the divine institution of 
marriage, it would at least have the appear- 
ance of justice ; but this is denied. The oral 
law says, — 
Mb« tnao i3»«tt? Tote • vm fr Kson vh d« 

:n3i2tn2 n'wi miina nttroniD rro«n baw 
" The words, * If she find no favour in 
his eyes,* teach, that the husband does not 
divorce except voluntarily ; and if the woman 
be divorced against his will, she is not di- 
vorced. But the woman is divorced with 
or without her will.'* (Jad Hachazah. 
Hilcoth Girushin, c. 1, 2.) Accord, 
ing to this doctrine the happiness of the 
wife and the children is absolutely vested in 
the power of the man, and in any paroxysm 
of iU -humour, he may make them both un- 
happy for life; he -may turn the mother 
out of her home, drive her fortli like a crimi. 
nal from the bosom of her family, and intro- 
duce a stranger. M^'ho does not see that this 
is a power unfit to be trusted to the hands of 
any man or any people p We do not mean to 
impute anything peculiar to the Jews; we 
believe that as to their natural propensities, 
humours, and caprices, all are much alike, 
and that therefore none ought to have the 
power of thus lightly breaking up the domes- 
tic constitution. It is no answer to this to 
say, that in this country divorce is not so 
lightly practised. Thanks to the power of 
Christian principle and the existence of Chris- 
tian laws, it cannot be. But every one, who has 
had much opportunity of seeing Rabbinical 
Jews, knows that divorce is practised amongst 
them with a facility and frequency that is 
astonishing. But this is not the question; 
we are not examining Jewish manners, but 
the modern Jewish religion ; and if divorce 
had never been practised, we should still pro- 
nounce of the oral law, which inculcates such 
principles, that it cannot be from God ; and 
of its authors that they were bad men, or they 
would never have thus trifled with God*8 most 
holy institution. The truth is, that the rab- 
hies were altc^eiher ignorant of the nature of 
marriage as God established it. They not 
only allow divorce on the most trifling pretext, 
but they sanction the practice of marrying 
for a given length of time, and, when that 
time is expired, of dissolving the marriage by 
divorce. 

7v^'^'^^n dwi ittnab iwn m»M Df« >wr vh 

'^ A man must not marry a woman with 
the intention of divorcing her; but, if he 
previously inform her that he is going to 
marry her for a season, it is lawful." ( U ilchoth 
Gittin in Even liaezer, 1.) Now how co&- 
trary is such doctrine to the express words of 
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Scripture. ^^ This ia bone of my bones, and 
flesh of my flesh. Therefbre shall a man leave 
his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto 
his wife, and they shall be one flesh.'' (Gen. il. 
23. ) Here Adam, in his state of innocence, pro- 
nounces that the tie of marriage is more sacred 
and more binding, than even that which 
exists between parent and child. A man 
may, and for his wife's sake shall, forsake 
father and mother, but should no more think 
of separating from his wife, than from his 
own bones and flesh. Who would lightly 
think of parting with a limb, or a portion 
of his body ? Urgent, indeed, must be the 
necessity that will induce a man to permit the 
separation of a portion of himself, and equally 
argent should be the cause that should move 
a man to part with her who is bone of his 
bone, and flesh of his flesh. Such is the 
Mosaic doctrine of the marriage obligation ; 
but so little did the rabbies understand it, 
that they permit a man to marry for a week, 
a month, or a year ; and when that season is 
expired, to tear asunder the sacred ties, and 
that without any cause whatever. But the 
evident evil that must result from the Rab- 
binic doctrine of divorce is still more apparent 
from the first sentence of the passage last 
quoted — ^^ A man must not marry a woman 
with the intention of divorcing her." These 
words show the direct tendency of the doc- 
trine. M^hen power is given to a man to 
turn out his wife when he likes, a temptation 
is at once held out to the evil-disposed to 
marry with the express intention of divorcing. 
The rabbies, therefore, find it necessary to 
forbid it ; but is it likely that this prohibition 
will have much force in the eyes of a man who 
is wicked enough to form the intention P 
And suppose a wicked man does form the 
intention, and execute it, what remedy has 
the poor injured woman ? Thus the oral law 
leaves the daughters of Israel completely at 
the mercy of the unprincipled, and places 
them beyond the possibility of obtaining 
justice; 

But the cruelty and total want of feeling 
which the oral law displays and teaches, with 
regard to women, appears still more plainly 
from the following extract:-— 
rrnm loan mDnao m ^n in^JN ntnnnatt? *d 

npDn b*nn vim ns nih n^o^n n:pn m titi 
"jD^D^ • nQ2?y maxD'? rfny nrw nrro ]*2?inD'> 
]'»«i •n'7iDD np«?rDi nb^DNOi mnw Nt?i:i nrPDO 
nrr pi ni yiw naiyi 'iddi 'k^ji imw ]^i>^rra 
vb] nrnwDi"? i:w •itt« n^ni D^TDi^r? oy tit^ 

; ni bDiDnV) niinb a«n idw 

'^ If a man's wife should become deaf and 

dumb, he gives her a bill of divorce, and she 

is divuiced. But if she become insane, he is 

not to send her forth until she is recovered : 



and this thing is an ordinance of the wise 
men, that she should not become a prey to 
the immodest, because she is not able to take 
care of herself. The husband, therefore, 
leaves her where she is, and marries another, 
and gives her meat and drink out of her own 
property. But he is not to be compelled to 
give her food and raiment, and duty of mar- 
riage, for it is not in the power of a sane per- 
son to dwell in one house with the insane. 
Neither is he obligated to have her cured, nor 
to ransom her. But if he should divorce her, 
then she is divorced, and Is to be put out of 
his house : and he is not obligated to return 
and take any trouble about her." (Hilchoth 
Oirushin, x. 23. ) Principles more contrary to 
God's Word, and to the common feelings of 
humanity, were never inculcated under the 
name of religion. We have been astonished 
at the cruelty with which the oral law treats 
Gentiles — we have been horrifled at the cool- 
ness with which it speaks of splitting open 
an Amhaaretz — but here it surpasses itself, 
and out-herods Herod. A man accustomed 
to judge oi his duty by the words of Moses 
and the prophets, or even to follow the dic- 
tates of unsophisticated nature, would con- 
clude that, as he is at all times bound to love 
and cherish his wife, the obligation is doubly 
imperative in case of sickness, but especially 
so when that sorest calamity with which human 
frailty is visited, insanity, attacks the partner 
of his life. Then it is that the man, who has 
one spark of the fear of God or of the love of 
man, will show all his tenderness, watch over 
the sufferer with all care and anxiety, and, if 
necessary, devote all his worldly goods to 
minister to her recovery. No, says the oral 
law, when the wife of your bosom most re- 
quires your attention, then marry another : 
give her neither food nor raiment, and, if you 
please, cast her out of your bouse, and leave 
her to her fate. The njost charitable con. 
elusion would be, to suppose that the men 
who passed off such sentiments under the 
mask of religion, were themselves insane. 
But what are we to think of Israel, that for 
eighteen hundred years they have been unable 
to detect so manife&t an imposture? And 
what are we to think of Israel at present, that 
they sit still and suffer their children to be 
deluded, by being taught that this most 
atrocious system of inhumanity, is that pure 
and holy religion which the God of Israel re- 
vealed to Moses ? Let not any Israelite mis. 
take us. We do not mean to charge such 
wickedness upon them. The Providence of 
God has in a measure delivered them from 
such an odious yoke. The influence of Chris- 
tianity has successfully counteracted the full 
development of these an ti- human principles. 
We only mean to direct their attention to the 
nature of that religion to which they have 
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adhered so long ; and to induce them to con- 
sider what would be the state of the world, if 
Jesus of Nazareth had not arisen to protest 
against such gross corruptions, and to assert 
the truth. Just suppose that the traditions 
had triumphed. The universal law would 
then be, that men might divorce their wives 
when they please, and in the time of their 
calamity cast them forth into the streets. All 
the bonds of natural affection would be rent 
asunder. Conjugal affection would cease, 
filial duty be unknown — ^no son would honour 
his mother, for how could a son honour the 
unhappy being whom his religion pronounces 
unworthy either of succour or compassion in 
the time of her utmost need ? If such prin- 
ciples had attained dominion, mankind would 
have been turned into a race of fiends, and this 
earth have become a helL What, then, has 
stopped all this misery? Christianity, and 
Christianity alone. It teaches very diflferent 
principles. When a Christian man is married, 
the vow which he is required to make is this — 
** Wilt thou have this woman to thy wedded 
wife, to live together after God's ordinance in 
the holy estate of matrimony? Wilt thou 
love her, comfort her, honour, and keep her in 
sickness and in health; and, forsaking all 
other, keep thee only unto her, so long as ye 
both shall live ?" This is the doctrine of the 
New Testament. The Pharisees asked the 
Lord Jesus, '' Is it lawful for a man to put 
away his wife for every cause ? And he an- 
swered and said unto them, Have ye not read 
that He which made them at the beginning 
made them male and female, and said, for this 
cause shall a man leave father and mother, 
and shall cleave to his wife, and they twain 
shall be one flesh? wherefore they are uo 
more twain, but one flesh: what, therefore, 
God hath joined together, let not man put 
asunder.'* (Matt. xix. 3 — 7*) In like manner, 
Paul teaches, '^ So ought men to love their 
wives as their own bodies. He that loveth his 
wife loveth himself." (Ephes. v. 28.) And 
Peter teaches in the same spirit, '^ Likewise, 
ye husbands, dwell with them according to 
knowledge, giving honour unto the wife, as 
unto the weaker vessel, and as being heirs 
together of the grace of life, that your prayers 
be not hindered.** (1 Peter iii. 70 



Let any unprejudiced, yea, or any prejudicedt 
man, if he have only the use of hia senses, 
compare these two doctrines, and say which is 
most agreeable to the will and character of 
God, as revealed in the Old Testament — and, 
which is most calculated to promote the hap- 
piness of the human race. The combination 
of mercy and justice forms a striking feature 
in the revealed character of God, but is there 
either justice or mercy in the laws which we 
have just considered ? The happiness of the 
human race depends, in a more than ordinary 
measure, upon the right organization of the fa- 
mily relations : but how can there be any such 
thing as domestic order or peace, so long as 
the mother is looked upon as belonging to an 
inferior caste, whom it is permitted at any 
moment, even in the most afflictive of all visi- 
tations, to outlaw, and drive forth from the 
family circle? The uncontrolled dominion 
of the oral law would practically annihilate 
all the sympathies and consolations of the 
domestic constitution. The husband could 
not love the wife whom his religion teaches to 
despise, and forbids to pity. The wife could 
not love the tusband, whom she must suspect 
not only of being destitute of affection, but 
devoid of pity; and from whom she could 
only expect divorce and expulsion in the hour 
of calamity. The son would learn to despise 
his mother, whom his religion marks out as a 
fit object for contempt, and a suitable victim 
for the exercise of cruelty. The mother, cast 
out by her own partner, would not even have 
the consolation of being pitied by her own 
children. A false religion would have taught 
them that this unnatural conduct was only 
obedience to the Divine wilL The principles 
of Christianity, on the contrary, produce and 
protect all that domestic happiness which dis- 
tinguishes Christian countries from the rest of 
the world ; and in which Jews participate. The 
influence of Christianity has prevented that mi- 
sery of which we have given but a faint outline* 
Can, then, the Jews deny that Christianity 
has been, and is, to them a blessing ? or that 
it is, in its principles and effects, more agree- 
able to the character of God, and more pro- 
ductive of human happiness, and therefore 
more excellent and more true than modern 
Judaism. 
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Conscientious adherence to the dic- 
tates of true religion is one of the noblest 
traits that can adorn the human character, 
and this trait has appeared in its most 
yivid light in not a few of the Israelite na- 
tion. Elijah the prophet, for instance, is a 
bright example of religious constancy. At a 
time when all Israel had forsaken the true 
God, and zealously professed a false religion, 
neither the allurements of self-interestf nor 
the power of universal example, nor the na- 
tural desire of self-preservation, could draw 
him aside from the paths of truth and right- 
eousness. Daniel and his three friends in 
Babylon exhibit the same unwavering firm- 
ness in the assertion of truth. The Royal 
dainties could not prevail upon them to par- 
take of food offered to idols. The fiery fur- 
nace could not terrify Uananiah, Mishael, 
and Azariah to commit idolatry ; the lions' 
den possessed no terrors that could move Da- 
niel to omit the worship of his God. But as 
constancy for the truth ennobles and adorns, 
in the very same degree an obstinate persever- 
ance in error diminishes from man's moral 
or intellectual value. It shows either that his 
moral perception is so blunted as to be unable 
to discern between truth and error, or his 
moral taste so perverted as not to care for the 
difference — or that there is some intellectual 
deficiency which renders the moral powers 
inoperative. It leads to the suspicion that 
there is something wrong either with the head 
or the heart. There is, however, a class of 
persons, who persevere in error, not because 
the head is weak, or the heart sick, but be- 
cause they have never fairly beheld the light 
of truth. They have grown up in a mist of 
error, and circumstances have prevented them 
from emerging into a purer atmosphere. To 
this dass, we would hope, the professors of 
modem Judaism belong. That they have 
been for centuries in error is certain. Many 
incontestable proofs of this have been already 
advanced; Tfte Rabbinic laws concerning 
' Iff}*! IV, or the slaughtering of animals, will 
add another link to the chain of evidence. The 
Rabbinists have an idea that wherever they 
may be wrong, in this doctrine they are in- 
fidlibly in the right; and yet, if the force of 
educadon did not afford tome aid, it would 
be impossible to imagine how they can be 
deceived by a doctrine so manifestly false, and 



so entirely devoid of Scriptural foundation. 
In the first place, the slaughtering of beasts 
is, like eating, of every-day and universal 
concernment — a matter that affects the poor 
and unlearned as much as the studious ; and 
yet the Rabbinic rules are so many and so in- 
tricate that either a man must be learned him- 
self, or employ a man of competent learning, 
to perform this business; or, he must* in 
spite of himself, turn Pythagorean and re- 
nounce the use of animal food. The oral law 
gives the following outline of what is to be 
understood by the word rnDTro or slaughter- 
ing :-- 

nrew «nDb "p:? dhd mira rmo«n it rrrrai 
■viyro noDi • pDm« riDron p dijto m »Ma »tVi 
pTn • I'TDmw *noi pDm« nai m ♦«ai • moTron 
]*TDDDn Dnain p rroi •pDrn^? ts'Di 'i^TDrnw 
onsin Va !»i • iDm«n «in nsi • moTron rw 
■TDKa ^^7) Tipao nran iDhn rmra i3is i^ktt 

'* It is absolutely necessary to explain the 
killing (or slaughtering mentioned in the law), 
and to know, in what part of the beast one 
slaughters^-what is the measure of the slaugh- 
tering — with what implement one slaughters 

when — where — and how one slaughters— 

what things they are which invalidate the act 
of slaughtering — and who is permitted to 
slaughter. Concerning all these things, He 
has commanded us in the law where it is said, 
' Then thou shalt kill of thy herd and of 
thy flock, which the Lord hath given 
thee, as I have commanded thee, and thou 
shalt eat in thy gates whatsoever thy 
soul lusteth after.* (Deut. xii. 21.)" (Jad 
Hachazakah, Hilchoth Shechitah, c. i. 4.) 
Here we have at once a list of eight par- 
ticulars, which must first be known, but then 
most of these again require a long and learned 
explanation; for instance the first is thus 
defined :— 

MID ^moQ rnpi Twmo Dipo win m vi 
nonan "p«Dn«D rwnrr rpa «Hn t» rrooVi 
ta"> • mpa rnDTTOTT oipD mn m • mr»b rrvnx 
nD3H : iKis vnpz p^Q'^ rnn Diporr imd« 
D3nw w rmn rrvn:? rryau) nosa? nororr 
u)pm Tomn rfwob pwoi y^iyun rw uvwn 
Twna "w TOpa moTron rv«D3i • iwisa ttotto 
: n^a3 pDO m nn rroTro Dipoa vfw 
'^ On what part of the animal is the slaugh- 
tering to be ^ected ? On the wind-pipe, from 
the edge of the uvula downwards as far as 
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the top of the extremity of the lungs, as these 
parts are situated when the beast stretches out 
its neck to feed : this is the place of the 
slaughtering in the wind-pipe ; and all the 
part outside which answers to this place, is 
called the neck. If the beast forces itself, and 
stretches out its neck much, or if the slaugh- 
terer has forced the sinews, and drawn them 
upwards, and he slaughters at the right part 
of the neck, but afterwards it is found that 
the wind .pipe or the oesophagus is not cut at 
the right place, then it is a doubtful case of 
carrion." (Ibid. 70 In like manner, the 
measure of the slaughtering is accurately de- 
fined, and must be as accurately attended to, 
or else the slaughtering must be considered 
unlawful, and then it becomes unlawful for 
the Rabbinists to eat it. But the most care 
is required in examining the knife, which may 
be of any material that will cut, on condition 
that there be no gap in it 
]^mtt?tt? iTf bxD iTim D\n iod rrn dm ^i« 
inTo^rro nnva pTDp thnn rrn iVdni ia 

•♦nViDD 
^ But if there be anything like a furrow 
in the edge of the implement wherewith the 
slaughtering is effected, even though the fur« 
row be the least possible, the slaughtering is 
unlawful.'* The slaughterer is therefore re- 
quired to examine the knife before and after 
the act ; for if a gap be found in it after the 
slaughtering, it is doubtful whether the beast 
is not to be considered carrion. 

y^'s D*ai n"is"i3> i« mi'i mani nvmn "p^D^ 

Tvi)i2 pDD tan nn 7rt2^yD ]*dd n«2?»D3'^ nzrvii^ 

: naitJN^n '»dni 

" Therefore he that has to slaughter many 
beasts or many fowls, must examine the knife 
after each ; for if he does not, but examines 
at the end, and the knife is found to have a 
gap, then all are to be considered as doubtful 
carrion, even the first." (Ibid. 24.) From 
these few particulars, it appears that great 
care, and not a little study and practice, are 
required in order to slaughter an animal for 
food according to the oral law, and that it is 
very easy, by mistake or want of knowledge, 
to make the meat unfit for Rabbinic eating : 
but then, besides all this, there are the five 
circumstances which invalidate the slaughter- 
ing altogether. 

vyi 'niD^mDn n« tD^TDDn onm rw^n 
]i ib«i • pD nn« ta2 nmn^ nTDTro niDVn 
njm Tvyyyn Trhm rrcm 'n^^ntj 

" There are five things which invalidate the 
slaughtering : and the most important thing 
respecting the constitutions of slaughtering is, 
to attend to each one of them, and these are 
they — Ist, If the person makes a stop of a 
certain length before the act is completed. 
2d, If the throat be cut at a single blow, as 
with a sword. 3d, If the knife enters too 



deep, and is hidden. 4th, When the knife 
slips up or down from the right place. 5tb, 
When the wind-pipe or oesophagus is torn 
and comes out, before the act is completed.*' 
(Ibid, c iii.) These five essentials of Rab- 
binic slaughtering lead again to endless ques- 
tions and definitions ; so that, putting all 
together, it is much to be doubted whether a 
beast ever was, or ever will be, rightly slaugh- 
tered according to the oral law. And yet 
these things, of which there is not the slight- 
est mention in the Mosaic law, are tied like 
a heavy burden about the necks of the poor 
and the ignorant, and are most oppressive to 
their bodies and their souls. The rich may 
not, perhaps, feel the oppression, but the poor 
sigh and groan under tlie load ; and no man 
considers their sorrow, or stretches out a 
hand to help them. In the first place, the 
intricacy of the act always makes Rabbinic 
meat a great deal dearer tluui other meat, so that 
the poor man and his family, who can at any 
time, or under any circumstances, afford to 
buy but little food, are compelled by the oral 
law to do with still less, and in many cases to 
do without it altogether. Let any one visit 
the haunts of the poor Jews in this city, or 
enter their abodes, and he will find many a 
wretched family pining away for want of 
proper food ; and yet it is too dear to procure 
a sufficiency ; and if any benevolent Cnristian 
should wish to assist them, offer them some of 
his own, or give them a ticket to some of 
those institutions which distribute meat to the 
poor, the starving family would not dare to 
accept it, even if their conscience allowed 
them, or if they did, would inevitably draw 
down upon themselves a storm of persecution, 
and be treated as if they had committed the 
greatest crimes : yea, if the oral law had 
power, the poor starving creatures, that had 
partaken of Christian bounty, would be flogged 
for satisfying the wants of nature. 

: innra ntai^i -p in'p^ idw® minn p 
" If a Gentile slaughters, even though be 
does it in the presence of an Israelite, with a 
proper knife, his slaughtering is carrion ; and 
he that eats of it is to be flogged according 
to the written law, for it is said, * And one 
call thee, and thou eat of his sacrifice.* 
(Exod. xxxiv. 1 5.)" Yea, the oral law goes so 
far as to extend this rule even to the case of a 
Gentile who is not an idolater. 

T"y iny irNttj >ia irwm xni ma ^na •na'« 

*' A very strong fence has been made round 
this matter, so that the slaughtering even of a 
Gentile, who is not an idolater, is carrion.'* 
(Ibid., c. iv. 11, 12.) It is hardly necessary 
to say, that the above quotation from the oral 
law is now-a-days altogether out of place. 
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Moses was not speaking of Christians nor of 
the inhabitants of these countries, but of the 
nations of Canaan. He had been declaring 
the words of the Lord, <' Behold, I drive out 
before thee the Amorite, and the Canaanite, 
and the Hittite, and the Perizzite, and the 
Jebusite." And then adds, " Take heed to 
thyself, lest thou make a covenant with the 
inhabitants of the land, and they go a whoring 
after their gods, and do sacriBce unto their 
gods, and one call thee, and thou eat of his 
sacrifice." (Exod. xxxiv. 11—15.) So then 
according to the oral law, because Moses for- 
bade the Israelites to partake of the idolatrous 
sacrifices of the Hivites and the Jebusites, a 
])Oor famished creature here in London is not 
to touch Christian meat, nor to partake of 
Christian bounty. A more cruel or oppres- 
sive law could hardly have been devised. It 
is all very well for the rich, but it is very little 
short of murder to the poor. It binds their 
eoQsciences with fetters of iron, so that even 
when relief is offered, many turn from good 
and wholesome food sent to them by a kind 
Providence ; and if a spark of light has vi- 
sited the mind of some victim of poverty, and 
be thinks it lawful to bring home the Chris- 
tian bounty to save the lives of his starving 
children, fear prevents him. Perhaps bis 
wife is still enveloped in all the darkness of 
superstition, and would spurn the proffered 
relief as an unclean thing, or perhaps his 
children might innocently betray him, and 
draw down all the weight of rabbinic indigna- 
tion. A grosser insult has rarely been offered 
to the Majesty of heaven, than to call good 
and proper food, the work of his hands, carrion. 
A mistake in the slaughtering, an ignorance 
of the rabbinic art, a Gentile hand, is to be 
sufficient to turn the bounty of Almighty God 
into an unclean thing, and to deprive the poor 
of their daily food. How can the Jews expect 
God's blessing so long as this state of things 
continues—how can they be surprised if poverty 
and want, and wretchedness and scorn, tread 
dose upon their heels, when they themselves 
•pum God*s bounty from them with disdain ? 
As nations deal with God and his word, so he 
deals with them, rmD3 rriD, measure for meap> 
sure ; and therefore, so long as the oral law 
teaches them to scorn his bounty, and to de- 
prive the poor of their food— so long as the 
cries of the poor ascend and enter into the ears 
of the Lord of Hosts, so long must they 
expect to feel the rod of bis indignation. The 
times of ignorance and superstition God 
winked at; but those times have passed 
away. Good or bad, there is a stir in the 
world — there is a shaking of all old opinions, 
true and false ; and from its effects the Jews 
have not escaped. There are many who, for 
themselves and their families, have renounced 
Rabbiniim— who eat GentUe food, and know 



that in doing so they commit no sin. These 
are the persons who are most guilty in looking 
upon the misery of their poor brethren without 
pity or concern, and widiout an effort to de- 
liver them. The rabbinic zealot who would 
persecute his brother for eating meat not 
slaughtered according to rabbinic precept it 
in comparison innocent. He conscientiously 
thinks that he is doing right; but for the 
man, who himself openly transgresses the aral 
law, and yet sees the faces of his brethren 
ground by that system, without a sentiment 
of pity, there is no excuse. If he had the 
common feelings of humanity, he would rise 
up, fearless of all consequences, and cry out 
with all his might against those principles 
which have been and are the curse of his 
nation. He would stand forth as the advocate 
and defender of the poor — yea, and he would 
have God^s blessing. But so long as this 
class of anti-rabbinic Jews remain silent^ 
whether from fear or from interest, or from 
indifference, let them not boast of their supe- 
rior light. Let them not look with self-com« 
placency on the poor victims of superstition. 
They are themselves less respectable and more 
guilty. They are conniving at what they know 
to be falsehood. They are with their eyes 
open consenting to oppression and starvation. 
They are, by their silence, helping to 
strengthen and confirm a system of anti-social 
intolerance, which has been the source of all 
the calamities which their nation has endured 
for eighteen centuries. What can be more 
pernicious than to teach the ignorant that ths 
food which their neighbours eat is carrion, so 
unfit for the nourishment of a rabbinist that 
he ought to di^ and suffer his family to 
die of want, rather than eat it ? Is it 
likely to produce kindly feeling on either 
side, considering that the mass of man- 
kind is not actuated by the dictates of 
reason or the precepts of the Bible ? 
On the one side it is hkely to produce proud 
contempt, and on the other a spirit of retalia- 
tion. Every Jew that wishes well to hit 
nation, and knows that these Rabbinic princi- 
ples are false, is bound to protest against them. 
He ought not to be a poor selfish thing, insen- 
sible to the wants and the sufferings of others, 
but should do what in him lies, to assert what 
he knows to be the truth. And is it neces- 
sary to remind such of the misery which these 
Rabbinic principles are still working in every 
part of the world ? Here in London the 
poor are suffering. In the various towns 
of England many Jews are suffering. In 
some places a single Jewish family is found, 
generally poor, and the father ignorant of the 
Rabbinic art of slaughtering: such persons 
are compelled to abstain altogether from 
animal food, or to do violence to their con- 
idfiooct The poor Jews who go out to the 
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colonies to seek employment are in the same 
^ase, and are precluded from taking such 
situations as require them to partake of the 
food of their employers. Even if they can 
buy an animal, they are not allowed to kill it 
for themselves. 

vfnvt)7]vh ' inTD*m?D Vidh^ iidm id^ p^ i3>a 
n300 bD"i«m n^23 poD^ nmp ^^ nm • onrw 

: niTTD rrjD ini« po nnD 

^' If an Israelite does not know the five 
things which invalidate the act of slaughter- 
ing, as we have explained, and slaughters by 
himself, it is unlawful to eat of his slaughter- 
ing, both for himself and others ; for this case 
Is much the same as that of doubtful carrion, 
and he that eats of it a quantity equal to an 
olive, is to be flogged with the flogging of re- 
bellion.'* (Ibid., c. iv.) Such is the mercy of 
the oral law, and such its justice. It pu- 
nishes the eating of what Ood has allowed, 
with the same severity that it would visit a 
grave crime. It makes no provision for those 
numerous cases of distress which we have 
taentioned. Whether one of its disciples has 
or has not food, it never considers. Without 
reflection and without mercy it sentences every 
one, who eats meat not rabbinically slaugh- 
tered, to be flogged. But, besides the cruelty, 
what is the efiect upon the minds of its votaries ? 
It teaches them that to transgress this mere 
human observance is a sin of the deepest die, 
more dreadful far than many which God has for- 
bidden. A Rabbinist would be more grieved 
to hear that his son had transgressed the law 
of slaughtering, than to find that he had been 
guilty of falsehood. Its tendency is directly 
to draw off the mind from the weightier 
matters of the law, judgment, justice, and 
mercy, and to flatter the ill-informed that 
fhey are good Jews, if only they abstain from 
meat not slaughtered according to Rabbinic 
art. 

Let not any Jew imagine that we wish him 
Hghtly to transgress the law of Moses, or to 
eat of food which the law of God has for- 
bidden. We now speak of that which Moses 
has allowed. If a Jew should see meat 
offered to idols, or be invited to partake of an 
idolatrous feast, let him abstain — let him 



refuse, and protest as strongly as he will and 
can against the sinfulness of such conduct. 
But where does Moses forbid the poor to par- 
take of meat slaughtered by a Cfentile wor- 
shipper of the true God, or by an Israelite 
who has not learned the Rabbinic art ? Cer- 
tamly not in that passage to which the oral 
law refers. Moses gives a general permission 
to every Israelite, without exception, to kill 
and eat. ^' Notwithstanding thou mayest 
kill and eat flesh in all thy gates, whatsoever 
thy soul lusteth after, according to the bless- 
ing of the Lord thy God which he hath given 
thee." (Deut. xii. 15.) He makes no men- 
tion of any mysteries connected with the art 
of slaughtering, the ignorance of which would 
disqualify. Why then should a Jew be pre- 
vented from doing what Moses has allowed— 
why should he be flogged with the flowing of 
rebeUion, or avow that that mode and measure 
of punishment is impracticable— why should 
he be persecuted for satisfying the cravings of 
nature, and endeavouring to supply the wants 
of his family ? There is not room now to 
show fully how groundless the Rabbinic com- 
mands are ; but the one fact of their cruelty 
and oppression of the poor is suflicient to show 
that they are not from God. Is it possible 
that any man in his senses can believe that 
God would sentence a poor famishing creature 
to be flogged without mercy for doing what 
the letter of the law allows him to do ? or, 
that that All-wise Being, who foresees and 
foreknows all thmgs, would give a system of 
laws respecting food, which must expose a 
large portion of his chosen people to want and 
starvation ? The worshippers of some cruel 
heathen deity might possibly be led to believe 
such things, but the disciple of Moses and the 
Prophets knows that God is a God of mercy. 
Let, then, every one who has got the sacred 
books contrast their doctrines with tliose of 
the rabbies. But, above all, let those Israelites, 
who reject the Rabbinic laws concerning the 
slaughtering of meat, show that they have not 
done it from levity nor indiflTerence, but upon 
principle. Let them explain to their brethren 
the reasons and the motives by which they 
are actuated, and let them protest, by word 
and deed, against such cruelty, oppression, 
and intolerance. 
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This season of the year naturally draws 
away our thoughts from the subject last under 
consideration, and reminds us of a remark- 
able difference between Jews and Christians. 
The latter are now about to commemorate the 
birth of the Messiah. In two days more the 
voice of praise and thanksgiving will ascend 
to the Creator and Preserver of men from every 
part of the world. On the frozen shores of 
Labrador, and the glowing plains of Hin- 
dostan — ^in the isles of the sea, and on the 
continents of the old and new worlds, mil> 
lions of Christians will lift up their hands and 
voices to thank the God of heaven for his un- 
speakable gift, and this shall be the burden 
of their song, '^ Unto us a child is bom, 
unto us a son is given : and the government 
shall be upon his shoulder: and his name 
shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the 
mighty God, the everlasting Father, the 
Prince of Peace.** (Isaiah ix. 6.) But 
amongst the followers of the oral law not a 
sound of sympathy will be heard. Not a 
single heart will beat with joy, not a tongue 
offer up the tribute of praise. Here is a great 
and striking difference, that should naturally 
lead both Jew and Christian to inquire, Who 
is in the right: Those who believe that 
Messiah is born, and joy in the remembrance 
of his nativity ; or, those who refuse to join 
in the general rejoicing, and deny that tlie 
Redeemer has. appeared? The question is. 
Whether there is reason to believe that the 
Messiah was born eighteen hundred years ago ? 
and there are several ways in which it can be 
satisfactorily answered. An appeal may be 
made to the predictions contained in the Old 
Testament, or to the evidence for the truth 
of the Christian Scriptures — or, it may be 
shown that the Jewish rabbles have plainly 
confessed that the time for the birth and ap- 
pearance of the Messiah is long since past ; 
and this is the mode which we shall adopt 
at present. The Jews now deny that Mes- 
siah is come, and consequently believe that 
Christians are mistaken as to the time of his 

appearing. If they had always said so if 

they had always assigned a time for the coming 
of Messiah different from that in which 
Christians think the Alessiah was bom, their 
present assertion would have at least the merit 
of consistency, and the Jews of the present 
day might urge that their present belief has 



been inherited from their fathers, and that 
Christians have adopted a notion unknown to 
the nation at large. But, if it should appear 
that the ancient Jews expected the coming of 
Messiah at the very time, when, as Christians 
say, he did actually come, then the ancient 
Jews testify that Christians are in the right, 
and that modern Jews are in the wrong, and 
this is really the state of the case. In the 
first place, the Talmud contains a general 
declaration that the time is long since past. 

'^ Rav says, The appointed times are long 
since past" (Sanhedrin, fol. 97> col. 2;, where 
it is to be noted that the word \p is taken 
from Daniel, and literally signifies '^ End/* 
as it is said, 

: m«ten yp "no T3> 

'* How long shall it be to the end of these 
wonders ;*' and again, 
: p^n ypb i/mA tidjwvi mam VP^ "jb rrriNi 

'' But go thou thy way till the end be, 
for thou shalt rest, and stand in thy lot at the 
end of the days." (Daniel xii. 6—13.) Rav 
was therefore of opinion that the period ap- 
pointed by Daniel the prophet was past. But 
is it possible to believe that the God of truth 
would suffer the time, which he had ap« 
pointed, to pass away without accomplishing, 
what he had promised ? When the time 
which God had fixed for the deliverance from 
Egypt had arrived, not a single day was lost. 
'^ It came to pass at the end yp of the four 
hundred and thirty years, even the self- same day y 

J rrxn um d^w 
it came to pass, that all the hosts of the Lord< 
went out from the land of Egypt." (Exod. 
xii. 41.) M^hen the period fixed for the re- 
turn from Babylon was come, we read, '* In 
the first year of Cyrus, King of Persia (that 
the word of the Lord by the mouth of Jere- 
miah might be accomplished), the Lord 
stirred up the spirit of Cyms king of Persia, 
that he made a proclamation through all his 
kingdom." (2 Chron. xxxvi. 22.) And can 
we think that the liord God, who so gra- 
ciously fulfilled his word on these occasions, 
should break it with reference to the coming 
of the Messiah ? Rav is either right or wrong. 
If he be right, then the time fixed by gA 
is long since past, and as God cannot break 
his word, the Messiah must have come long 
since. But if, to get out of « difficulty, the 
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Rabbinists say, that Ray was wrong, then 
we have another proof that no reliance is to 
be placed on the doctors of the oral law ; 
indeed we have a proof that the Rabbinists 
themselves do not believe it, except when they 
like; and that therefore tbey are not tho- 
roughly in earnest about their religion. 

But, secondly, the ancient Jews not only 
believed that the time for the coming of the 
Messiah was past ; they also fixed the exact 
period. 
'3« «Db» in «3« D*D^ maw irpb« >aT wn 

** Tradition of the school of Elijah. The 
world is to stand six thousand years. Two 
thousand, confusion. Two thousand, the law. 
Two thousand, the days of Messiah." (San- 
hedrin, foL 97, col. 1.) Upon which Rashi 
remarks — 

Tvxoo «!»« ^Tl mn rmn d'd'w »3» nn«^ 

^< After the two thousand years of the law, 
according to the decree, Messiah ought to have 
come, and the wicked kingdom should have 
been destroyed, and Israel s state of servitude 
should have been ended." Here, then, it is 
expressly stated, that Messiah ought to have 
come at the end of the fourth thousand years, 
that is, according to the Jewish reckoning, 
fifteen hundred and ninety-seven years ago ; 
or, according to the Christian reckoning, about 
eighteen hundred and thirty.six years ago— - 
that is, at the very time when Jesus of Naza- 
reth did appear. We do not quote this tradi- 
tion, because we believe that it is really a 
tradition of the school of Elijah, but to show 
what was the opinion of the more ancient 
Jews, and this it certainly does. If the ge- 
neral expectation of the Jews at that time had 
not been that Messiah was to appear at the end 
of the four thousand years, this tradition, 
whether genuine or forged, could never have 
obtained currency nor belief. If it be a 
genuine tradition from Elijah, then the Ales- 
siah is certainly come. But if it be fictitious, 
then it shows the general belief of the Jews at 
the time, and in every case proves that the 
modem Jews do not hold the doctrines of 
their forefathers, but have got a new doctrine 
of their own. And it further shows, that 
Christians do not hold any new or peculiar 
(pinion about the time of Messiah^s coming, 
but that they believe as the ancient Jews be- 
lieved, that the end of the fourth thousand 
years is the right time of 3Iessiuh*s coming. 

The only ans<(rer that the Jews have, is, 
that the promise of Messiah*s coming was con. 
ditional upon their repentance, but that eva- 
sion has been long since refuted in the Talmud 
as contrary to Scripture. 

]*^KM nawn j*tt)i3> birw^ d« "loiw mr^^x >ii 



ym^ bMi©* D« TDW iw^bM St tp« wan yavd) 

rm rma^a omDoa D3n I'ywn tp2i «y» Drrooa 
"lb "TOM u^iw D^3?Di nawm w i'j«3n rpDa vh) 
"^ raw iDM "inD vbm swim 'nb 'yxff^H 'n 
*33« ♦D no«3 "UD «*?m r«nrr 'n y'« d^Vm rvx^xom 
a»3ttn -i^yo Tn« ODrw ♦nnpVi ddiw *n!»a 
vhm ycff^ 'i lb no« ji^ ODrw ^rwarn nnottJoiD 
yttnrp 'n "h -iD« fijwin rmzvi rawa no«3 "qd 

D^Dte D»^o 133^ 13 aamob «?D3 mab nwTpi 
ni3 «Vm ivy^ 'i ^b lat^ iinmn trro itip i«t 
ywrr »an ^b "id« awn »b« bvrw* awn dh tom 
i«« Dnan «yiab xa^inn n« ^q^jm'j to«3 "oa vhm 
D^«jn Vm iVmdw "13^* cnn nw^ '^vcfy ^xffuo 
mbaai *sm d^ttid "onob *a dVc^ ^na ra«n 
'n pnttn ''i3'» rhn ba n3»ban «rnp ray t vd3 

<< R. Eliezer said, if Israel do repentance 
they will be redeemed, but, if not, they will 
not be redeemed. R. Joshua replied. If they 
do not repent they will not be redeemed s 
but God will raise up to them a king 
whose decrees shall be as dreadful as 
Haman, and then Israel will repent, and 
thus he will bring them back to what is good. 
Another tradition. R. Eliezer said. If Israel 
do repentance, they shall be redeemed, for it 
is said, * Turn, O backsliding children ; I 
will heal your backsliding.' R. Joshua re- 
plied, But was it not said long since, ' Ye 
have sold yourselves for nought ; and ye shaU 
be redeemed without money.' (Isaiah liL 3.) 
Where the words ^ sold for nought ' means, 
for idolatry ; and the words ' redeemed with- 
out money,' signify, not for money and good 
works. R. Eliezer then said to R. Jodhua, 
But has it not been said long since, ' Return 
unto me, and I will return unto you.* 
(Mai. iii. 70 R* Joshua replied. But has it 
not been said long since, ^ I am married unto 
you, and I will take you one of a city, and 
two of a family, and I wUl bring you to Zion.' 
(Jer. iiu 14.) R. Eliezer said. But has it 
not been written long since, ' In returning and 
rest ye shall be saved.' (Isaiah xxx. 15.) 
R. Joshua replied to R. Eliezer, But has it 
not been said long since, ' Thus saith the 
Lord, the Redeemer of Israel, and his Holy 
One, to him whom man despiseth, to him 
whom the nation abhorreth, to a servant of 
rulers, kings shall see and arise, princes also 
shall worship.' (Isaiah xlix. 7* ) R. Eliezer 
said to him again, But has it not been said 
long since, * If thou wilt return, O Israel, 
return unto me.' (Jer. iv. 1.) To which R. 
Joshua replied, But has it not been written 
long since, ^ I heard the man clothed in linen, 
which was upon the waters of the river, when 
he held up his right hand and his left hand 
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unto heaven, and sware by Him that Hveth 
for ever, that it shall be for a time and times 
and half a time; and when he shall have 
accomplished to scatter the power of the holy 
people, all these things shall be finished.' 
Whereupon R. Eliezer was silent*' Here 
then, on the showing of the Talmud itself, 
the opinion that the coming of the Messiah is 
dependent upon Israel's repentance, is false ; 
and consequently it is true, that Messiah was 
to come unconditionally at the time appointed ; 
and therefore, as the time is long since past, 
the Messiah must have come. But the ancient 
rabbles do not leave us to reason upon their 
words ; on the contrary, they tell us expressly 
that Messiah was bom about the time that the 
temple was destroyed. In the Jerusalem 
Talmud R. Judan tells us a story of a Jew 
who actually went and saw him. 
nya ^Ti D*«p mm »MTirr ina rnn ntiij? 
"u y'M • ?f?p rDW «a-iy Tn nay notp rrrmn 
ym «rn yp^p ^nean "pin nu? 'mti> "ti >mti» 

• virvxofQ «3'?D T^ «rn y:p2p niEpi "pin iiTDp 
y'M naiTf D« rrai y'« • nnao rroiu no y'« 
icho n^a \o y'M 'win jn p rrb 'd« 'rrpvi 

I nrnn* onb n^m 
" It happened once to a certain Jew, who 
was standing ploughing, that his cow lowed 
before him. A certain Arab was passing and 
heard its voice ; he said, O Jew, O Jew ! 
unyoke thine ox, and loose thy plough-share, 
for the temple has been laid waste. It lowed 
a second time, and he said, O Jew, O Jew ! 
yoke thine oxen, and bind on thy plough- 
shares, for King Messiah is born. The Jew 
said, What is his name ? Menachem. He 
askc^ further, What is the name of his father ? 
The other replied, Hezekiah. He asked again, 
Whence is he ? The other said. From the 
Royal residence of Bethlehem of Judah." 
(Berachoth, fol. 5, col. 1.) The story, then, 
goes on to tell us how he went and saw the 
child, but when he called the second time, the 
mother told him that the winds had carried 
the child away. We are quite willing to 
grant that this story is a fable. We do not 
quote it because we give it the slightest degree 
of credit, but simply to show that the more 
ancient Jews were so fully persuaded that 
the right time of Messiah's advent was past, 
that they readily believed also that he was 
actually born. The Babylonian Talmud, 
also, evidently takes for granted that Messiah 
is born, as appears from the following legend : 
nD»»p nm ^Tt^v^b rrro'^i^ >tb p 3Wtm 'i 
Nrn« y'M *m" p ^^ynt? 'am Kntwai Nnn»c« 
ytnn> '-\ no« mn piN n^n^ dm y'« 'n«n md'?^'? 
>nM nD>« y'« ^njns^ 'a bipi »n'«T D»:tt5 nb p 
snn*DM a'n» to^m rvrib n>b»*«j Vi V'h n^MJD 
]Viai w^vhn 'baiD »>3» »:»a a\"i* n^DD^D »«qi ^m 
no« m Tn>n in nt? "in>« «3dt "ma tdni "n^u 



y'« »«v!? na y^ uiw rvb id« *y\'o^ »aT yby 
I Dvn rrb "idm no *nN no»t^ 
'' R. Joshua, the son of Levi, found Elijah 
standing at the door of the cave of R. Simeon 
ben Jodiai, and said to him. Shall I arrive at 
the world to come ? He replied. If this Lord 
will. R. Joshua, the son of Levi, said, I see 
two, but I hear the voice of three. He also 
asked, When will Messiah come? Elijah 
replied. Go, and ask himself. R. Joshua 
then said. Where does he sit ? At the gate of 
Rome. And how is he to be known ? He is 
sitting amongst the poor and sick, and they 
open their wounds and bind them up again 
all at once : but he opens only one, and then 
he opens another, for he thinks, perhaps I 
may be wanted, and then I must not be de« 
layed. R. Joshua went to him and said. 
Peace be upon thee, my masder and my Lord. 
He replied, Peace be upon thee, son of Levi. 
The rabbi then asked him, When will my 
Lord come ? He replied. To-day (alluding to 
the words of the Psalm, To-day, if ye will 
hear his voice)." (Sanhedrin, fol. 98, col. 1.) 
This is evidently a fiction, and a proof how 
little those doctors regarded truth ; but it 
shows that he who invented it, and those who 
received it, all equally believed that Alessiah 
was bom, and ready waiting to come forth 
for the redemption of IsraeL It does, indeed, 
confirm the common idea, that Messiah's 
advent depends upon the repentance of Israel, 
for it makes the Messiah say that he would 
come this very day, if Israel would only hear 
his voice. But if the Messiah may any day, . 
when they repent, come and save Israel, then 
it is plain that he must have been born long 
since. The testimony of the ancient Jews, 
then, goes to establish these points — First, 
That £e time for Messiah's advent has been 
long past ; Secondly, That the end of the 
fourth thousand years was the time when he 
ought to have come ; and. Thirdly, That at 
that time he did really, come ; for about that 
time, they say, he was born in Bethlehem of 
Judah. Fourth, That he was taken into 
Paradise, as Rashi explains the gate of Rome 
to mean the gate of Paradise opposite Rome ; 
and. Fifthly, That he is waiting to return to 
this earth for the redemption of his people. 
Now who is there that does not see at once, 
that this agrees in Xhe main with the Christian 
doctrine? We believe that, at the end of the 
fourth thousand years, the Messiah was bom, 
and at this season of the year we rejoice at the 
remembrance of the Saviour's birth. The 
Jews refuse to join with us, but who has the 
greatest show of right? Not now to speak 
of the prophecies, and of the historical evi- 
dence which we have, we have the testimony 
even of our opponents to show that we are in 
the right. The most ancient Rabbinical 
writings unanimously confess, that the time 
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is past, and that the l^Iessiah has been long 
since bom, and thus testify the correctness of 
our faith respecting the time of Messiah's 
advent. Christians, however, go on con. 
bistently and believe further, that God did not 
break his word, but performed his promise, 
and therefore we rejoice. The Jews do not 
believe, because they are so engrossed with 
the temporal deliverance of the nation, that 
they cannot see that another and a greater 
redemption was necessary. We do not, by 
any means, wish to deny that Israel is to be 
restored to the land of promise, and to inherit 
all the blessings promised in the prophets. 
On the contrary, we fully believe that the 
Messiah, who vidted this earth for a short 
season, will return and re-establish the Theo- 
cracy which was once the glory of Israel, and 
that, in a much more glorious form than 
Israel ever saw under any of their kings. 
We heartily wish Israel the enjoyment of 
every blessing promised ; but we cannot help 
remembering that Messiah has another and 
more important office than that of restoring the 
kingdom to Israel, and that is the redemption 
of the human race. The highest pitch of 
national glory and earthly prosperity would 
be as nothing, and less than notning ; unless 
the children of men were delivered from the 
effects of Adam's sin, and made partakers of 
a good hope of everlasting lifb. Even the 
gathering of Israel from all the ends of the 
earth would appear but a very insignificant 
business, if it did not stand in immediate con- 
nexion with the eternal welfare of all nations. 
Many of the sons of men have appeared as con- 
querors and heroes, and have raised their coun- 
try to a high degree of glory, and conferred upon 
them much temporal prosperity ; butifMessiah 
was to be nothing more, we confess we should 
not think him worth the having. We think ' 
of the Messiah as the Being, in whom all the 
families of the earth shall be blessed, as the 
restorer indeed of Israel, but also God's sal- 
vation unto the end of the earth. This is the 
doctrine which Christianity teaches, and which 
is confirmed by the law and the prophets ; and 
therefore we rejoice that this great Deliverer 
has been born — that He came at first in 
great humility to bruise the serpent's head, and 
to lay down his life a ransom for many. We 
remember that this blessed news, these glad 
tidings of great joy, were brought to us by 
Jews ; and, therefore, feeling our deep obliga- 
tions, we would desire to show our gratitude 
by inviting Israel to come and partake in our 
joy. We feel assured that our joy is no illu- 



sion. £ven the rabbles themselves bttir 
witness that the Messiah ought to have been 
bom, and was bom at the very time in which 
we believe the Messiah to have been bora. 
But if he was bom, who was he? What 
other person can make any claim to the 
Messiahship, but He whom we acknowledge ? 
Is it reasonable to believe, as the rabbies do, 
that God actually sent the Great Deliverer 
down into this wretched world, and then took 
him away again, without permitting him to 
accomplish his WOT k ? No; if ever he visited 
this earth— and that he did visit it, both the 
ancient Jews and Christians assert, he could 
not have left it again without bestowing upon 
its inhabitants a remedy for their woes. The 
ancient Rabbies and the Christians both agree 
as to the time of Messiah's birth, and the 
fact of his birth in Bethleliem. Indeed the 
whole nation practically showed their agree- 
ment with Christians, as to the time of Ales- 
siah's advent, by readily following every ml- 
litary adventurer who laid claim to the 
character of Redeemer. Even before the 
destruction of the temple, multitudes had 
suffered by their credulity ; but immediately 
after the desolation, the people and the Rab- 
bies with one accord followed Bar Chochba, 
and thereby showed the reality of their 
belief, that that was about the time when 
Messiah ought to appear. Judaism, there- 
fore, teaches this doctrine — that God pro- 
mised the Messiah, that God fixed a time, 
that that time is past, and yet that CM 
did not keep his promise. Chiistianity, 
on the contrary, acknowledges the pro- 
mise, recognises the time, believes that 
Messiah was born, but believes further 
that God fulfilled his word— that Messiah 
was not carried away into Paradise, until 
He had accomplished the work that was 
to be done at his first advent. Then, 
indeed, we acknowledge that He ascended 
into heaven, and sitteth at God's right hand, 
from whence He will come again for the final 
redemption of his people^ and the establish- 
ment of the reign of righteousness. The 
only real difference between us is, as to the 
VERACITY of God. We believe that Ood 
did not, and could not, break his word. 
Modem Judaism teaches that God broke his 
promise. It is for rational beings to decide 
which doctrine is most agreeable to the Di- 
vine character. For our own parts, we will 
rejoice in God's unchangeableness, and say, 
in the remembrance, that << His truth en- 
dureth for ever." 
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AccoRDivo to the confessiong of the rab- 
bles themselves, the time for the advent of 
A! essiah is long since past, what is there then 
that prevents l£e Jews from believing in Him, 
who came at the appointed time ? The grand 
objection is, that the nation is still in captivity; 
they say that Messiah ought to have given 
them liberty. The answer to this objection is, 
that Messiah was willing, and is willing to this 
hour, to give them liberty, but that they wiU 
not have iL The very first condition of national 
liberty and independence is moral and intel. 
lectual emancipation. No nation was ever yet 
enslaved until the hearts and intellects of the 
people had first become the slaves of corrup- 
tion or superstition — and no nation that hugs 
to its heart the chains of moral slavery, can 
ever be made free, nor could it retain its 
liberty if it got it. When Messiah came, 
therefore, as he found the Jewish nation 
already under the Roman yoke, the very first 
step was to endeavour to emancipate their 
hearts and minds, and to deliver them from 
that moral bondage, of which their national 
degradation was only a consequence. This 
first step Alessiah immediately took— he pro- 
tested against the superstitions of the oral law 
and pointed them to the perfect liberty of 
God's written Word. But the nation chose to 
retain the cause of their misfortunes, and to 
reject the overtures of deliverance. If there- 
fore they are still in a state of national de- 
pendence, they must not cast the blame on God, 
and say that He suffered the time to pass away 
without fulfilling his promise; nor upon the 
Blessiah when they themselves refused to re- 
ceive that without which no national liberty 
can possibly exist. They chose to give them- 
selves, body and soul, as bond-slaves to the 
oral law, there was, therefore, no possibility of 
national redemption. It would require an act 
of omnipotent coercion, such as God does not 
employ, to make a nation free against its wilL 
But perhaps the Jews of the present day will 
deny that they are in a state of moral and in- 
tellectual slavery. We refer them, in reply, to 
the numerous proofs already given in these 
papers, and especially, the laws of mo^mD or 
slaugfUerinff, upon which we have a few words 
to add. Where in all the world can a more 
wretched slave be found, than the man, who 
himself, together with his family, is ready to 
perish of hunger, and yet dare not partake of 



wholesome food, offered by the providence of 
God, because his rabbinical task-masters say. 
No ? But now take another instance :— 
DDn *:rt m Tsnwm iw porr ja vfro nmo ta 
npmi nD» n*«o3 d« • rmw pTia id^ Torrm 
rrnm nnrw ore "losy ^ -poD^ ^b ww p3D 
in"t« p'ayo rvoniti n«3oa dni • rn r)in«n rroiaj 
: rrtriTD vdtto jototo 'W2 to ^ pnao) inw p3Di 
'* If a slaughterer, who has not had his 
slaughtering knife examined before a wise 
man [a rabbi], slaughters by himself, his 
knife must be examined. If it be found in 
good order and examined, he is to be ex* 
communicated, because he may depend upon 
himself another time, when it has a gap in it 
and yet slaughter therewith. But, if it be 
found to have a gap, he is to be deposed from 
his office, and excommunicated, and proda* 
mation is to be made, that all the meat 
which he has slaughtered is carrion. (Jad 
Hachazakah, Hilchoih Sh*chitah, c i. 26.) 
Here we have the same slavery and the same 
cruel oppression. In the first place we see the 
intention to make the Jews entirely dependent 
upon the rabbles. The Jews are not to eat meat 
unless it be slaughtered as the rabbles direct, 
and the slaughterer himself is not even to do 
that, which he knows to be right according to 
the oral law,without the express sanction of the 
rabbles. All are to be in bondage, not merely 
to the oral law, but upon the rabbi for the 
time being. They are to have no mind and 
no judgment of their own. In the simplest 
concerns of life they are to be entirely de- 
pendent upon the will and judgment of 
another. In the second place, we see the de- 
termination to maintain this tyranny by the 
severest punishments. The man who has 
slaughtered without showing his knife to the 
rabbi, even though they have no fault to find 
with him, is to be excommunicated — but if a 
rabbinic flaw in the knife should be detected, 
then not only the man himself is to suffer, 
but those who employed him, and also the 
Israelites themselves to be deprived of food. 
All that he has slaughtered is to be declared 
unfit for use. Who can deny that those who 
think their consciences bound by such laws 
are in miserable bondage ? Who, that has 
his senses and Ood*s Word to guide them, 
can believe that a small gap in a knife is suf« 
ficient to make meat unfit for food ? Who 
ever saw a knife, or even the finest razor that 
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ever was manufactured, without a leries of such 
imperfections? Let a rabbi, who has just 
pronounced, concerning a knife, that it has no 
gap in it, apply a microscope, and he will soon 
find out that a knife without gaps never ex. 
isted. He will be convinced that the oral law 
requires what is impossible, and therefore can 
not possibly be from Ood. Who then can 
deny that those who are bound by it, are the 
slaves of superstition ? There never was, and 
never will be in the world, such a thing as a 
knife without the least possible gap, and con- 
sequently there never was, and never will be, 
any meat fit for the food of a Rabbinist. The 
Jews must therefore either give up the use of 
meat entirely, or they must give up the oral 
law. 

If the oral law were uniformly severe, and 
everywhere required that its adherents should 
obtain the best possible evidence that their 
meat was properly slaughtered: or in case 
they could not obtain this evidence, that they 
should entirely abstain from meat, the consis- 
tency of the doctrine would in some measure 
justify, or at least excuse the credulity of the 
Jews. But this is not the case, its authors 
felt the inconvenience of their own doctrine, 
and therefore relaxed whenever it suited them- 
selves. For instance, they 8ay, 
i3rp N*n i7 "ibm rLTvoro pnmo Tirm* ^^'vnm nn 
•vy\«n p") TTimts n im am* i3^m dh ttv dh 
pn rmvw rromn ksoi »b tDirran »« ^m^ 
• mmo 11 nn vw d« rrorro yrrh^ dh jtit 

'* If we were to see an Israelite at a dis- 
tance who bad slaughtered a beast, and he was 
to go his way, and we were ignorant of the 
fact whether he understood the art or not, in 
that case the meat is lawful. And in like 
manner, if a man should say to his messenger, 
Go and slaughter for me, and should find the 
beast slaughtered, but it should not be certain 
whether his messenger, or another person, had 
slaughtered it, this also is lawful, for the ma- 
jority of persons concerned in slaughterirg are 
skilful," (ibid., c. iv. 7). This relaxadon 
shows how exceedingly inconvenient the doc- 
trine was found, and how unwilling the doctors 
were to bear inconvenience themselves. No 
doubt cases often occurred in real life similar 
to those supposed. An Israelite travelling 
might come to a town in which lived a small 
congregation of Jews, and might wish to have 
some dinner, and would of course wish to have 
it of lawful meat. The only satisfactory way 
of obtaining it would be to go to the person who 
had slaughtered it, and examine him as to his 
competency, but he might be absent, if there- 
fore he should be scrupulous, he would have 
to go without his dinner ; and the same thing 
would happen to a rich man, who might send 
a messenger to a neighbouring town to have a 
beast kiUed for him. The messenger might 



send back the itaeat by some one else, and thus 
the owner would not have satisfactory evidence, 
that the Rabbinic laws had been observed. 
Here again the man who was rich enough to 
do this, might have to go without his dinner^ 
or to wait an inconvenient time. The oral 
law has therefore provided in this case that 
the meat is lawful for use without any iiirther 
scruples. But this decision shows of how 
little real importance all these precepts about 
slaughtering are. If it be a sin to eat meat 
not properly killed, then it is also a sin to eat 
meat, when there is no satisfactory evidence 
of this fact MHienever a man doubts about 
the right or wrong of any particular action, he 
is certainly wrong if he does it. But if it be cer- 
tain that he may either do it or leave it undcme 
without guilt, then that action cannot be 
sinful. And as the rabbles here affirm, that 
men may lawfully eat meat, concerning which 
they have no satisfactory evidence that it has 
been lawfully slaughtered, it follows that the 
Rabbinic art cannot be of much value. Why 
then should a poor man be starved if he does 
not eat, or flogged if he does eat, meat slaugh- 
tered by a Gentile, when, if he had money to 
send a beast to be killed, he might eat what 
was sent back, even though he had no proof 
that the laws were kept ? Indeed how are 
the poor and unlearned ever to know, that 
they eat lawful meat ? If they were even to 
stand by, and see the operation performed, 
still, as being ignorant of the Rabbinic laws, 
they could not understand, and must therefore 
take the matter entirely upon trust : and thus 
the mass of the nation, the unlearned and the 
women, are made the blind slaves of laws 
which they neither understand nor know ; or 
rather of those who expoimd those laws, for 
how can it be said that a man transgresses that 
of which he does not know the right or wrong ? 
If the rabbles were all unanimous in their 
statement of what is and is not lawful, the 
unanimity might in some degree excuse the 
Jews for submitting to a yoke so grievous, 
and holding it fast round the necks of their 
brethren. They might urge the uniformity 
of the tradition as a proof of its genuineness. 
But this cannot be pretended in the present 
case. To this very hour the rabbles them- 
Eelves are not agreed a^o what is, or what is 
not the oral law. We nave just seen that if 
a man send a messenger to have a beast 
slaughtered, and afterwards find it slaughtered, 
that he may eat of it without asking any more 
questions. This is the general principle, 
but as soon as it comes to be applied in 
detail the rabbies differ. The Baal Turim 
thus states the difference. 
intjn rTK2JD biH n^nn rw2?r3tj «pi D3"D*irr an^i 
m"mi -niD^yn '?3?n anD pi 'niDM nm« 'Ewwa im 
ncMJM M^^M TD« «^i n*a3«j HEWNa '>E3M Tnn y't 

: M"ttnn pi ; pwat? 



203 



<< Rambam has written expressly, In case 
that it should be found m the house ; but, if 
he find it in ths street, or on the dunghill in 
the house, it is forbidden. The Baal Haittur 
has giren the same judgment: but my lord 
my father of blessed memory says, the meat 
is lawful, even if it be found on the dung- 
hill in the house, and has not pronouncMl 
it unlawful, except when found on the 
dunghill in the street; and Rashba is of 
the same opinion.*' (Joreh Deah., 1.) Here, 
Uien, we have the most learned of the 
rabbles, disputing as to what is the law; 
the one party pronouncing that to be un- 
lawful whidi the other party declares lawful. 
What, then, are the unlearned to do in this 
ease ? Or how can it be said that there is an 
Ofral law which gives the true meaning of the 
written law ? Or, if there be an oral law, 
what use is it, when it is itself a subject of 
dispute ? Every one who has looked into the 
oral law knows that this diiSerence of opinion 
is by no means a rare case ; and that it cannot 
be said that the difference of opinion is in 
matters of minor importance. Let us, for 
example, consider the case of an Israelite who 
is accustomed to eat unlawful meat, and docs 
so to vex Israel — is it lawful to eat the meat 
which he has killed ? 

'ism iDynxch rfmna ib pcno pro «a"«nn nro 
Vy -wa T33rTi xDm? qvd • vaa ^ iqm^ V«rrar dh 
aro y'l WM^TTT M"«i rjiD w rfmn pD np'ti n' 

^^ Rashba has written that it is not lawful 
to give him a beast intentionally to slaughter, 
even if an Israelite should stand by. But if 
he has slaughtered the beast, it may be 
declared lawful by means of examining the 
knife, either at the beginning or at the end ; 
and my lord my father of blessed memory 
has written that in the case of such a person 
the law is the same as in that of a Gentile." 
(Ibid. 2.) Now the difference here is very 
great and very important. The one opinion says, 
that, under certain circumstances, such meat 
is lawful. The other, that it is unlawful as 
that killed by a Gentile — that is, what the 
one allows, the other pronounces to be so 
unlawful as to deserve the flogging of rebel- 
lion, as we saw in No. 49. Here, then, is a 
case involving severe corporal punishment, 
and yet the rabbies are not agreed as to which 
is the law. How, then, can men of sense and 
reflection give themselves up to a sjrstem, the 
doctors of which cannot agree upon a question 
so simple as this. What sort of food is lawful, 
and what is unlawful ; and who, nevertheless, 
require unlimited obedience under the heaviest 
penalties temporal and eternal ? The oral law 
does not suffer a wise man to be contradicted,and 
declares that all their sayings are ^ * the words 
of the living God ;" and yet here they con- 
tradict one another so widely, that if a man 



follow the one, he will be sentenced to a flog- 
ging by the other — and if from fear of the 
flogging he should agree with the latter, he 
wiU then be contradicting the former, and 
thereby incur the sentence of excommunica- 
tion, and even run a risk of losing his souL 
But in every case he must give up his judg- 
ment and his reason, and submit to be led by 
those, who are still disputing about the right 
road : yea, and if he would obey the oral law, 
must confess that they are both in the right. 
If this be not moral and intellectual slavery of 
the worst kind, we have yet to learn the mean- 
ing of these words. It will not be a pertinent 
reply to say that Christians also differ in 
opinion on important points. We confess 
that they do, and will continue to do so, as 
long as they continue to be fallible men : but 
then these persons do not profess to have an 
oral law given by God in order to preserve 
them from a wrong interpretation. There is 
one Christian Church that has foUowed the 
example of the rabbies in this particular, and 
has therefore fallen into many of their ab- 
surdities. Difference of opinion amongst those 
who make no such pretensions is no argument 
against the truth of the original records, 
whence both professedly draw their religion. 
Two men may differ as to the sense of a verse 
in the law of Moses, and yet we know that 
the verse itself contains the truth. But when 
each of these persons tells us that his inter, 
pretation is an inspired tradition, and that 
both though contradicting each other are 
equally true and correct, then it is evident 
that they say not only what is false, but what 
is absui^, and that they are labouring under 
a delusion. If it be a mere speculative de- 
lusion it is to be deplored— but if it be a 
practical delusion, involving the happiness and 
welfare of thousands, it must be combated 
and exposed — and this is precisely the case 
with the oral law. The particular part of it 
which we have now been considering seriously 
affects the temporal comfort of many thou- 
sands of the poor in every part of the world. 
The general principles enslave the minds of the 
whole nation, and thus prevent the state of 
happiness and glory which the prophets have 
promised. The Jewish nation is in a state of 
dispersion, and in some parts of the world 
victims of a cruel oppression, simply because 
they are the willing slaves of superstition. 
Until an intellectual and moral change is ef- 
fected, they never can appear as '* the peculiar 
people, the kingdom of priests, the holy 
nation." High and holy is their destiny, 
and great is the providential mercy of God 
in still preserving them, when they refuse ob- 
stinately to fulfil it. But neither their destiny 
nor God*8 forbearance can be of any avail, 
until they reassert the glorious liberty of the 
children of God. The chains of Rabbinism 
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muit be broken, and tbe mild yoke of 
Messiah taken upon their shoulders, before 
national independence and liberty can return. 
How could a nation exist, whose moral and 
intellectual energies are all crampt by the end- 
less subtleties of the rabbies ? How could a 
people maintain national liberty whilst they 
are such perfect slaves to superstition as to 
believe that traditions, which are the curse of 
the poor, and many of which flatly contradict 
others, all proceed fronri the God of mercy 
and trulb ? The temple must first be cleansed 
of all defilement before the glory of God can 
enter. It is therefore a matter of the first 
and highest importance, to every Jew who 
wishes well to his nation, to examine that 
system, whose constant companion for so many 
centuries has been misery; and if they are 
convinced of its falsehood, then to use every 
exertion to deliver their brethren, from that 
which is mischievous as well as false. We 
might urge its tendency to produce and per- 
petuate an unfriendly separation between the 
Jews and their neighbours ; not that we are 
ignorant of God's declaration, 

'* Lo the people shall dwell alone, and shall 
not be reckoned among the nations." (Numb. 
xxiii. 9.) We know it and believe it, and are 
therefore fully convinced, that all the wit and 
power of man will never be able to effect, what 
some 80 ardently desire, an amalgamation with 
the nations where Israel is dispersed. We 
have no desire to contravene the declared will 
of God, and to degrade Israel from their posi- 
tion as a holy nation to the rank of an incon. 
siderable religious sect. But still we might 
urge against die oral law, that it goes beyond 
G^'s intention by producing an unfriendly 
separation and an estrangement between man 
and man, which is injurious to the welfare of 
both Jew and Gentile ; we leave this, how- 
ever, to the consideration of those Israelites, 
who feel, or profess to feel, a love and affec- 
tion for all men ; and content ourselves at 
present with the indubitable fact, that the laws 
concerning slaughtering are most oppressive to 
the poor and enslaving to the minds of alL It 
is not merely the bodily grievance of starva- 
tion to which we now allude, though that is 
wicked and vexatious to the last degree, and 
should therefore not be tolerated for a moment 
by the humane and the merciful. There is 
something that is worse than any bodily suf- 



fering, and that b, to be tempted to do violenct 
to conscience by professing what we do not 
believe, or by concealing our real sentiments. 
And yet in many a Jewish congr^ation this 
is frequently the case. It pleases God to give 
to the poor the power of reasoning as well as 
to the rich, and thus some of this class are 
occasionally led to see the absurdity of the oral 
law, and to detest those inventions which doom 
them and their families to starvation, but yet 
they would not dare either to avow or to act 
upon their conviction. To eat any other than 
Rabbinical food would at once cut them off 
from the bounty of the synagogue, and from 
the sympathy ojf its worshippers. To express 
their convictions would be sufiicient to have 
them numbered with the profane and ungodly, 
and therefore they conceal their real senti- 
ments, and pretend to be what they are not, 
that they may not deprive their families of the 
little assistance which an apparent conformity 
to Rabbinic usages may procure. Here then 
is another and more unequivocal badge of 
slavery. The oral law deprives the poor 
entirely of liberty of conscience. He not only 
must not eat, he must not think, at least he 
must not express a thought, no, nor even a 
doubt, about that system which is the cause 
of his misery. It is tiue, that those who pro- 
fess or suppress religious sentiments merely to 
serve their temporal interests, are either very 
weak or very guilty. But we must make some 
allowance for the infirmity of human nature, 
and especially in the case of a poor man, who 
has no bread for his children, and whose mind 
has been debased from his youth by such 
bondage. It is to the system that we are to 
impute these debasing effects. It not only 
torments the body, but degrades the mind; 
and therefore every Israelite, who loves and 
respects liberty of conscience, should endea- 
vour to procure it for his brethren. According 
to the law of the land they have it. They 
are free to worship and serve God as they 
think most £greeable to his will ; but the oral 
law steps in between, and deprives them of the 
benefit. The Jewish poor dare not serve God 
according to their conscience, nor even express 
the convictions of their heart. All the legis- 
lators in Christendom could not set them free* 
The duty as well as the possibility of deliver, 
ing them 'from this bondage rests with their 
brethren. But they, alas! whatever the 
motive, decline the glorious task. 
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It is recorded of the Cutheans and those 
other nations whom the King of Assyria 
placed as colonists at Samaria, that they en- 
deaToured to combine the serrice of the true 
God with the worship of idols. *< So these 
nations feared the Lord, and serv^ their 
graven images, both their children and their 
children*s children : as did their fathers, so do 
they unto this day." (2 Kings xviL 41.) 
Every one can see that this conduct was as 
foolish as it was wicked. It was wicked to 
dishonour the true God by associating him 
with them that were no Gods; and it was 
foolish to imagine that God could be pleased 
with a partial homage and a divided heart. 
Total idolatry would have been more reason- 
able and less ofTensive to the Divine Being, 
for he whom we acknowledge as God, must 
necessarily have the whole of our fear, our 
love, and our obedience. And yet there is 
perhaps a way of serving God more unreason- 
able still, and that is by giving to sinful and 
fidlible men the honour that is due to Grod 
alone. The Cutheans falsely thought that 
God was one amongst many, and if they 
worshipped the many, it was under the im- 
pression that they were really Gods. But 
suppose a nation to acknowledge the one true 
God, and then to fix upon a certain number of 
men to be honoured and served with the same 
degree of reverence and obedience ; none can 
doubt that this nation would be far more 
irrational than that of the Cutheans, inasmuch 
as to pay divine honours to a number of our 
fellow.men is more extravagant still than to 
worship a plurality of imaginary deities. 
Some may think that such a degree of ab- 
surdity is impossible, but fact shows that it is 
not only possible, but that it has actually 
occurred. When men exalt the inventions of 
their teachers to a level with the known and 
acknowledged laws of God, and make obedi- 
ence to these inventions an essential part of 
their religion, they confer upon men the high- 
est degree of honour and of service that can be 
rendered to God. The unreserved submission 
of the heart and conscience to the will of God 
is the highest act of worship, and when it is 
given to the will of men, in that degree men 
are made gods. Whether these remarks apply 
to those who make the nVm "POn rroVf, i. e., 
" The constitutions concerning meat in milk *' 
a part of their religion, it is for the adherents 
of the oral law to inquire. ^ 



The general principle of these constitutions 
is thus expressed — 

rmnn p -i^dm^ tidw i^ttnb tidh aVm -wi 
b3 TD«D TDH "JiDKi * ^irTw pnip nwna tidmi 
rrjnb ttwd ito dttsujo totw ^^ '^^^^ 

*D"y>n rrjnb ttwd i^jtnrott? aVmn -rrarro dtpdwo 

** It is unlawful to boil meat in milk — 
according to the law, it is also unlawful to eat 
it ; it is likewise unlawful to make any profit 
by it, and it is to be buried. Its ashes are 
also unlawful, like the ashes of other things 
that are buried. Whosoever boils together a 
quantity of these two things, equal to an 
olive, is to be flogged, for it is said, * Thou 
shah not seethe a j^d in its mother's milk.* 
(Exod. xxiii. 19.) In like manner, he that 
eats a quantity of the flesh and the milk, 
which have been boiled together, amounting in 
value to an olive, is to be flogged, even 
though he did not boil them.'* (Hilchoth 
Maakhaloth Asuroth, c. ix. 1.) Here the 
oral law determines generally, that it is un- 
lawful to boil meat in milk, or to make any 
use of meat so boiled, and sentences the trans- 
gressor to a severe and degrading corporal 
punishment, and yet this determination is 
altogether an invention of men, for which 
there is not the slightest authority in the 
Word of God. The prohibition of Moses is 
confined to one single case, which is exactly 
defined : ^* Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its 
mother's milk," but there the prohibition ends, 
for the specification of one particular shows 
that that abne is intended, and necessarily 
excludes all others. To give some colour to 
the unwarranted extension, it is assertsd that 
•w wn T^ rrorr iVi Tiwn iVi Vpd vnn na*) 

'^ Kid includes the young of kine, of sheep, 
and of goats, so that to particularize, the 
word goat is added as ' a kid of the goats.*' 
And so Rashi also aflirms in his commentary. 
Aben Ezra, however, has saved us the trouble 
of giving a refutation of our own, for he 
says— 

xenon w jn tttm t»o ^ toh» w^i na win 'any 
"»3To> o Dnr nao Vna na »3 any na pi na p 

D*ODm D*W T3W1 ySXD nDDI D'Wn oy in*)*?! TTS 

: abra 'W2 V«rrar b3H vfro rnp 

<< This if not so, for nothing is called kid 

except the young of the goats ; and in Arabic 
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the word has the same signification, and is 
never applied to any other species. But there 
is a difference between kid, and kid of the 
goats, for the former is larger, and it is neces- 
sary for the latter still to be with the goats ; 
and the same thing is true of T]^, which is 
used in the same way. It is by tradition that 
the wise men received, that Israel should not 
eat meat in milk." (Comment in Exod. xxiii. 
19.) Thus Aben Ezra, himself a most learned 
rabbi, confesses that the words of the written 
law restrict the prohibition to one particular 
case, and that the rest is mere matter of tra- 
dition. Of course if it could be proved 
that this tradition came from God through 
Moses, it would be equivalent to the written 
law, but there is no attempt to prove any 
thing of the kind. The authors of the oral 
law calculated throughout upon the blind ere. 
dulity of their followers, and therefore here, as 
elsewhere, there is an entire absence of proof. 
Indeed the tradition itself bears the plain mark 
of forgery. How can any one possibly believe, 
that, if God meant to forbid meat and milk 
entirely, he should first express himself 
incorrectly, and then leave the correction of 
the error to uncertain tradition ? If the com- 
mand had only been once noticed, it would 
have been hard to believe such a thing ; but 
when we remember that this command is 
thrice repeated, in Exod. xxiii. 19, xxxiv. 
26, and Deut. xiv. 21, it is plainly incredible. 
Thrice is the command written, and thrice it is 
restricted to one particular case, and yet the 
rabbies have dared to make unauthorised ad. 
ditions of their own, and their followers to 
this day exalt them to a level with the laws 
of God. It cannot be replied that the rab- 
bies would not commit such wickedness as 
this, for every one, who knows any thing of 
the oral law, knows, that a great proportion of 
it consists merely of the words of the Scribes, 
ju;knowledged as such, and distinguished by 
that name from the supposed traditions from 
Sinai. Thus in the constitutions before us, 
it is plainly confessed that the written law 
allows the flesh of wild animals and of fowl 
in milk, and yet the rabbies forbid it« 

nom aVra \^i rm n^n p ^'S^ rrn ntja p\ 
TiTioi "ibttjab imo ''Db minn jd n^DMi iidm ')2»« 
TOWD» vfy^ n3 Dnmo naio rir2\xi mowi • rr>3TO 
irzwy mm !w abnn tdi iidm Tb winn wsn 
1^ n"TO • rmrra rrorn abna rmrro rvomi -wa 
TOA "ra'Db «DO ^o« a^a na n^n mnan yotTo 

'' And thus the flesh of a wild animal or of 
fowl, whether in the milk of a wild or tame 
animal, is not forbidden as food by the written 
law, and therefore it is lawful to boil it, and 
to proflt by it But according to the words of 
the scribes, it is unlawful to eat it, lest the 
peoj^e thoald go farther, and be led into a 
truupwMton of the written law, and eat the 



flesh of a clean beast in the milk oi a clean 
beast : for the letter of the written law refers 
only to a kid in its mother's milk in the 
strictest sense; therefore the wise men have 
forbidden all meat in milk.'* In this there 
is no equivocation, but a simple confession 
that the rabbies have taken upon themselves 
to forbid what God has allowed ; and have, 
without ceremony or scruple, made great ad- 
ditions to His law. It matters little what the 
motive was, the conduct itself is in the highest 
degree presumptuous. The pretence, that these 
additions were made only for the purpose of 
keeping the people far removed from sin, will 
not serve as a ground of justification. If God 
had desired such precautionary measures, as 
being either necessary or beneficial, he would 
have prescribed them himself. If He did not 
prescribe them, and the rabbies themselves 
confess that he did not, but that they are the 
words of the scribes, then they can be neither 
necessary nor beneficial, unless we can believe 
what it would be blasphemy to assert, that is, 
that God's law was imperfect until it was 
mended by the scribes. It is truly astonishing 
that men professing respect for the law c^ 
Moses should treat it with such indignity, and 
still more so that those, who appear so anxious 
to avoid transgression, should themselves sys« 
tematically transgress that plain command. 
: D3n« mso »33m "i^ijm -Qin ^ ^tl'U^n vh 
^^ Ye shall not add unto the word which I 
command you." (Deut iv. 2.) But the 
most extraordinary thing of all is, that the mo- 
dem Jews should pride themselves on the pu. 
rity of their faith, and think that they only 
of all the nations serve the true God and him 
only, when they are in truth serving the au- 
thors of the oral law, and dividing their reli- 
gious obedience between God and the rabbies. 
If the Rabbinic additions were specim«is of 
profound wisdom in legislation, or had a ten- 
dency to promote either the moral or temporal 
welfare of mankind, there would be some ex- 
cuse, but what shall we say of those who 
transgress a plain command for the sake of 
such an addition as the following : — 

anynrm imo nnb abnm nmo iti^ "roan 
Dnai rraa •crraio ')Td«» Vitt?»n n* ^ i^y^ 
"pnb on !?Da« iw irpn om:© ')'?ttjan3» trrto** 
Drratjo tttn tea d« ba« 'cn "pnb p-is "w on 
I'nD -wan ifjVip pis wm »3ttjn -pn"? on wm 
yrb pis ^3 DMfi "Wttjn ^DiNi a^nn ia*ya:w 

: n^ai«i na^nnn mro ms 
*^ The flesh by itself is lawful, and the milk 
by itself is lawfiil, but as soon as they are 
mixed together by means of boiling (or cook- 
ing) they both become unlawful. In what 
cases does this hold ? When both are boiled 
together, or when one being hot falls into 
the other also being hot, or when one, cold, 
falls into the other hot But if one of them 
being hot falls upon the second being cold. 
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Chen all that part of the meat which was 
touched by the milk is to be peeled off, and 
the remainder may be eaten. But if one in 
a cold state falls upon the other also cold, 
then that piece is to be washed, and after 
that may be eaten/' (Hilchoth Maakhaloth 
Asuroth, c. ix. 17*) We have, in the first 
place, an unwarranted extension of the divine 
command. God has simply forbidden to 
seethe a kid in its mother^s milk. The rab- 
bies first extend this to the young of kine, 
and sheep. Then they advance another step, 
and forbid tlie boiling or cooking of any sort 
of meat in milk, and now we have seen 
another advance still, whereby even any mix- 
ture of flesh and milk is strictly forbidden. 
Thus the rabbles aim at universal dominion, 
and are satisfied with nothing short of an 
entire subjugation of the heart and conscience. 
Other tyrants must rest satisfied with the 
enslavement of the body, but cannot touch 
the thought. The authors of the oral law 
attack the liberty of thought, and intrude even 
into the kitchens of their victims. They are 
determined that their followers shall not even 
eat excepting as they please, and boldly in- 
vade the prerogative of God himself, by for. 
bidding the food which he provides for his 
people. But this extract presents, in the 
second place, an outrage on common sense. 
If milk and meat each be lawful by itself, 
how can the mixture make them unlawful ? 
Whatever God forbids is unlawful, no matter 
whether we understand the reason or not. 
But here the rabbles themselves acknowledge 
that God has not forbidden this mixture ; 
but that the prohibition is entirely their own 
invention. We are therefore bound to use 
our senses, if God has given us any, and to 
ask a reason why. Then, again, why should 
that which is lawful when cold, be made un- 
lawful by being hot ? It may be said, that 
this is a matter of little importance. In itself 
it is ; but as a burden on the consciences of 
men, it is of the very highest importance, and 
as a cheat upon the ignorant it is more im- 
portant still. In many countries, these and 
similar Inventions constitute the whole reli- 
gion of the ignorant, and especially of the 
women. The oral law affirms that it is not 
necessary to teach women the law of God, 
but it is almost a matter of life and death that 
they ahould know these Rabbinic laws about 
meat and milk. If a woman is unable to 
read the Word of God, and is as ignorant as 
a heathen of God's will, the rabbles think that 
is a trifle. But if a woman were, through 
ignorance, to serve up meat with any admix- 
ture of milk, the whole family would be in 
an uproar, and the rabbi himself would have 
to be consulted about a remedy for so dread, 
ful a calamity. The consequence is, that 
with the mass of the uneducated^ accuracy 



in these observances passes for piety, and 
these poor beings hope that they are going 
straight to heaven, when they are utterly 
devoid or ignorant of that holiness, truth, and 
purity, which are the first essentials for ad- 
mission into the presence of God. Thus the 
oral law destroys the souls of multitudes, but 
others will have to answer for tlieir blood. 
All who uphold the system must share in the 
responsibility. The rabbles who teach, the 
learned Jews who aid and abet, the priests 
and Levites to whom God has committed the 
pastorship of his people, but who neglect 
their sacred oflice, all will have to answer for 
the souls of the lost. But most of all those 
who know that these things are wrong, who 
themselves eat meat and milk, and laugh at 
Rabbinic superstition, and yet are insensible 
to the miseries of their poor and ignorant 
brethren. Every one practically acquainted 
with the working of these laws, knows not 
only that they beget a false notion of religion, 
but that they are also a torment in this life. 
In domestic and culinary economy, accidents 
will happen. Meat may fall into milk, or 
milk into a pot of meat. Misery and vexa- 
tion are the consequence, and if the unfortu- 
nate woman to whom the accident has hap- 
pened cannot get satisfaction at home, she 
must go to the rabbi to inquire what is to be 
done. For instance — 
itt?nn "pnb Vd3« i^ im • i^mn ymb fe:« ittn 

riM nan uvm • ±n bts nnmi miph Wtcw -wn 
i«b D«i • rmD« it^a d3?id m «>*«? -ion □« rrnpn 
wnrx) DTpt? N"ia • m"iD« no^nn nrnw mmo 
vh D« ba« • nyhtt) aVn iDi'jDnttJ DTip ro»nnn n« 

: ibnn i««j D3? inrnai M2?* idw\ 
" With respect to meat which falls into 
milk, or milk that falls into the midst of meat, 
the measure is, if it give a taste. How so ? 
If a piece of meat fall into a boiling pot of 
milk, a Gentile is to taste the contents of the 
pot: and if he says that it has a taste of 
meat, tlien it is unlawfuL But if it has not 
the taste of meat then the milk is lawful, but 
that piece of meat is unlawfuL In what cases 
does this hold ? In case that the piece of 
meat has been taken out, before it has emitted 
the milk which it has sucked in. But if it 
has not been taken out, then a calculation 
must be made whether its proportion to 
the whole is as one to sixty ; because 
the milk that was sucked in, and had be- 
come unlawful, has been emitted and has 
mixed with the rest of the milk." (Ibid.) 
Now, in the most tolerable case, that is, if the 
owner of the milk can afford to lose it and 
the meat too, there is, first, an unnecessary 
inconvenience and vexation, which no man 
has a right to inflict upon another. But there 
is, secondly, and what is of far more conse- 
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quence, a great sin in wasting good and whole- 
some, and, according to the written law, law- 
All food. If the milk tastes of meat, then 
the milk and the meat are rendered not only 
unlawful, but perfectly useless. How then 
can the Jews expect peace and plenty, when 
their oral law teaches them to despise and 
cast from them with disdain God's blessings ? 
But suppose that the owner of the milk and 
the meat is a poor man, and that he has laid 
out his hard and scanty earnings to provide food 
for his family, an accident of this kind will leave 
them destitute. Their last hope of support is 
taken away, and they may die of hunger. If they 
go to the rabbles, and urge the necessity of 
tlie case — plead that they have no more — reason 
that if meat by itself is lawful, that milk is 
also lawful — that the law of Moses no where 
forbids this food — the teachers of the oral 
law will answer, that their traditions cannot be 
broken ; and the poor people must learn that 
to eat food permitted and given by Ood is a 
sin, but to die of starvation is lawful. How 
can men with any of the feelings of humanity 
believe that such a law is from Ood ? — how 
can men of any common sense suffer the con- 
sciences and the bodies of the poor and igno- 
rant to be thus tormented ? Above all, how 
can a nation that prides itself on the purity of 
its faith 3rield an idolatrous obedience to cruel 
and oppressive laws invented by men ? It is a 
vain boast for them to say that they have no 
images — the oral law and its enactments con- 
stitute a whole host of idols. It is an un- 
founded triumph which they celebrate over the 
worshippers of Moloch. The oral law is a 
deity as fierce and as bloody, and to it are 
daily immolated the souls and bodies of the 
poor and ignorant. Any homage rendered to 
fals^ood, or to cruelty, is idolatrous; and 
every thinking man must admit, that the 
worship of the oral law is of this character. 
To the Rabbinists themselves we would say. 
Just think whether it be possible that Ood 
would have given a law so oppressive, or 
whether he can have any pleasure in the obe- 
dience which is rendered at the expence of 
mercy ? To those who reject the oral law we 
would say. You have a duty to perform from 
which nothing can exempt you — and that 
is, to rest neither day nor night until Israel 
is delivered from this idolatrous worship of 



men, and set free from a yoke so oppressive 
to body and soul. We grant that Christians 
have also a duty, and in these papers we 
endeavour to discharge our share of it. But 
the duty incumbent upon Israelites is tenfold 
more imperative. The ties of flesh and blood 
—their office as a kingdom of priests—the 
mercy of Ood in giving them the law as their 
inheritance — all increase their responsibility 
and increase the weight of obligation. It 
would be a shame for Israel to be silent, 
when even the Oen tiles cry out for the resto- 
ration of the religion of Moses and the 
prophets. Israelites may have peculiar diffi- 
culties. They may be united in commercial 
relations or by family ties with those who 
are in bondage to the oral law. They may 
fear the injury of their worldly prospects — 
they may dread the frown of relatives and 
friends. This was also the case of Abra< 
ham, when he determined to renounce the 
false gods of his fathers, and to worship the 
true God alone: and every one who deter- 
mines by Ood's help to follow and assert the 
truth, must make up his mind to love it even 
more than life itself. But can a son of Abra- 
ham hesitate ? Will he forfeit the smile of 
Ood to escape the frown of friends ? Nay, 
if his friends are still in errror, is this 
not a double motive to urge him forward 
in the overthrow of that error ? Must 
he not be doubly anxious to deliver his 
father, his mother, his brothers and his sisters 
from such bondage ? The first attempt may 
be difficult — the immediate results may be 
unpleasant ; but if for God*s sake he asserts 
Ocd^s truth, he shall have God*s blessing, and 
at last find peace even amongst those who are 
now offended. As long as the present state 
of things continues, Israel can never be re- 
stored to their ancient position. Ood in 
mercy keeps them in dispersion, to prevent 
the triumph of the oral law. But when is 
this state of misery to cease? There must be 
a beginning. Some one follower of Moses 
must be zealous enough and bcdd enough to 
attack the strong holds of superstition, and to 
rouse his brethren to a sense of their condi- 
tion — some one who not only professes to be 
a follower of Moses, but who has imbibed his 
spirit, and whose trust is in the God of his 
fathers. 
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When God gave Israel the law, by the 
hand of Moses, he also gave them several 
tests, whereby they might at all times try 
themselves, and know to a certainty, whether 
they were really obedient or not — and whether 
the laws, to which they yielded obedience, 
were really the laws given by Moses. One 
of these tests is found in the following words : 
— *•* Behold I have taught you statutes and 
judgments, even as the Lord my God com- 
manded me, that ye should do so in the land 
whither ye go to possess it. Keep, therefore, 
and do them, for this is your wisdom and your 
understanding in the sight o( the nations, 
which shall hear all these statutes, and say. 
Surely this great nation is a wise and under- 
standing people" (Deut. iv. 5.). By the 
help of these words, Israel may know at any 
time whether they are really keeping the laws 
of Moses. They have only to consult their 
own experience, and determine whether they 
are honoured by all nations on account of their 
-wisdom. Moses promises that a reputation 
for wisdom, and the honour that accompanies 
it, shall be the reward of obedience. If 
therefore the Jews at this present time are 
obedient, this promise must be in daily fulfil- 
ment. But, if they are not honoured and re- 
spected for Uieir wisdom, then we must con- 
clude, tha^they are deficient in obedience, and 
further, that the laws to which they are at 
present so devoted are not the laws of Moses. 
Now it is a certain fact, that admiration for 
the wisdom of Israel has not been the pre- 
vailing sentiment amongst the nations of the 
world for the last two thousand years. The 
Jewish people has been most deplorably 
underrated. Their genius and their literature 
have been ignorantly undervalued, and the 
folly of the authors of the oral law has been 
unjustly visited upon each and every indivi- 
dual of the nation. We grant the injustice 
and the impiety of such hasty judgments, but 
cannot deny the fact, and the fact proves that 
the laws to which Israel now yields obedience 
are not the laws of Moses. They now obey 
the commands of the oral law, and the nations 
have heard of the statutes thereof, but no one 
says, *' Surely this great nation is a wise and 
understanding people." Some may, perhaps, 
ascribe this to prejudice, and no doubt there 
are cases where prejudice has much to do with 
the decision, but this is not our case. Our 
prepossessions are all in favour of the Jews, 



and yet we cannot help questioning the wisdom 
of those, who make such laws as the following 
a part of their religion : — 

•TYJDM ncn ta ttj"? DMT a'jnn rrD^yrr |»ttA ]^ 

1^ vh nttja vh na b3M> vfw nD mD3 rrnn« 

nnin m nn 
** It is not lawful to knead the dough with 
milk, and if it be done, all the bread is un« 
lawful, lest this should lead to iiirther trans- 
gression, and it should be eaten with meat. It 
is also unlawful to smear the oven with the 
tail of a sheep ; and if it be done, all the bread 
is unlawful, lest milk should be eaten with it. 
But, if some change be made in the form of 
the bread whereby it may be recognised, so as 
that neither meat nor milk should be eaten 
with it, then it is lawful" (Uilchoth 
3Iaakhaloth Asuroth, c. ix. 22.). We do not 
wish to persuade the Jews either to knead 
dough with milk, or to smear an oven with 
the tail of a sheep, but when we remember all 
the poverty and want that is in the world, we 
cannot help asking. What is there so sinful in 
either of the above actions, as to make such 
bread unlawful for the use of God's people ? 
Has God forbidden it ? or has he so strictly 
prohibited the use of meat and milk together, 
as to make this excess of caution necessary ? 
Neither the one nor the other. The law of 
God as given by Moses, allows the use of 
meat and milk together. It forbids only one 
particular case, the boiling of a kid in its mo- 
therms milk : and to this the rabbles have, 
without any authority, added all these other 
commands, and thus burdened the conscience, 
and made religion an intricate and difiUcuIt 
science intelligible only to the learned, and not 
always to them. What wisdum is there in 
forbidding what God did not think necessary 
to forbid ? What wisdom is there in neglecting 
or disregarding the revealed will of God, and 
giving up the conscience to the guidance of 
weak and fallible men like ourselves ? But 
above all, what wisdom is there in oppressing 
and tormenting the poor ? The oral law says— 

mrw b^'2vh vno n?nn n^n i« na^na ^dnxd »o 

•TO yc2 

•m?^ n3 p:»a rrrvxo t3? lin ynnn taM* vh nw 
!ro T»nn *2Dq ni3W tJtj "los wim nnnn rm3?D 

p 
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" He that eats cheese or milk first, may eat 
meat immediately afier. 

'^ He that eats meat first, whether it be the 
meat of a beast or of a fowl, must not eat milk 
after it, until the regular time between two 
meals, that is six liours, shall have elapsed ; 
because of the meat which remains between 
the teeth, and which is not got out by wiping.' 
(Ibid. 26, 28.) Now in the case of the rich 
or the affluent, who can procure a good and 
BuflRcient meal of meat, and can therefore wait 
for six hours, this may be no great hardship, 
though even in that case, we must protest 
against the unauthorised burden imposed upon 
the conscience ; but when applied to the nc^y 
and the destitute, this law becomes an intoler- 
able yoke. Just suppose the father of a starving 
family who goes forth to beg assistance from 
the charitable. He receives a small portion of 
meat, and hastens back to divide it with his 
wife and children. They partake of the relief, 
but it is not sufficirat to supply their wants. 
He therefore goes forth again, and some friend 
of the poor gives him some milk or cheese, he 
brings it home with thankfulness, but dare not 
touch it himself nor give it to his children — they 
have already fasted many an hour — ^they are 
still weak with hunger — a little of the mUk or 
the cheese would recruit exhausted nature— 
the children cry and entreat their father, but 
no — they must still endure the pangs of hunger 
for six hours more^ for though God allows this 
food, the rabbles have forbidden it. Is there 
wisdom in this ? Is God honoured by such 
a religion, which counts his permission as 
nothing, and exalts the authority of the rabbies 
above that of God himself? And may we not 
ask the same question of the following law ? 
pw »u Mbnxo aVrr w onan ru»3a wiwrn 
rwDnm mno roo im« po iriMn burwn 
rwonn ^ "nu vh nrro imTnn D'aiton nspo 
»:dd miDw D*3Man '2Jpoi tow 13»« kdtq a^ 

iTti "vw*© aVn msTPs 

** He that eats Gentile cheese, or milk which 
a Gentile has noilked, but the Israelite did not 
see him, is to be flogged with the flogging of 
rebellion. But, as to the butter, some of the 
Gaons, have pronounced it lawful, because 
there is no express decision about it, and 
because unclean milk will not set. Others of 
the Gaons on the contrary, have pronounced it 
unlawful, on account of the small drops of 
milk which remain in it." (Joreh Deah, 115.). 
Here we have the same total want of consi- 
deration for the poor, and the same fierce and 
cruel spirit. Just suppose, again, the case of a 
destitute Jewish family, where the father is 
laid on a bed of sickness, and unable to earn 
daily bread for his children. The mother, 
weary with tending the sick couch of her hus- 
band, and her heart, half-broken with the 
children's cry for bread, goes to solicit help 
from tlic almoners of the Synagogue. She 



obtains eighteenpence per month, but fit>d9 
that on this small sura it is impossible for 
a family to subsist; siie then goes to indi* 
viduals of her nation, and gets what she can, 
but still not sufficient to supply the wants of 
her children, and of her sick husband. In 
her distress, she goes to some Christian neigh- 
bours, who give her some milk and cheese. The 
pangs of hunger, and the affections of a wife 
and mother overcome her superstition, she 
carries this bounty home and partakes of it 
along with her husband and children. Has she 
thereby committed a sin; has she violated 
any one precept of the Mosaic law ; has she 
blasphemed the name of her God ? Let 
reason, let the Law and the Prophets answer, 
and they will say, No : she has done her duty. 
But what does the oral law say ? It says, that 
she has committed a dreadful sin. And what 
is to be her punishment, and that of her hus- 
band and children ? Flogging — the flogging 
of rebellion. If the oral law had power, it 
would lead them forth to the place of exe- 
cution, and there inflict stripes without number 
and without mercy. The bystanders and those 
attracted by the cries would ask. What dreadful 
crime has this family committed ? and the an- 
swer would be. To save themselves from star- 
vation they dared to eat Gentile dieese and 
milk. Gentiles would ask again, MHiat, is 
this the law ? Does Judaism teach that so 
innocent an action is to be punished with such 
severity ? and being answered in the affirma- 
tive, would go away exclaiming, ^' What 
a merciful religion ! Surely this great nation 
is a wise and understanding people!" No: 
they would retire in horror, thanking 
God that they are not Jews, and that 
Ood has preserved them from so dreadful 
a delusion, and from such iniquitous 
cruelty. ^Vhat, then, do our Jewish readers 
think of this law, and the religion of whidi it 
is a part ? It is certain that there are multi- 
tudes of Jews in this city who live in the con- 
stant violation of this command; who con- 
stantly use milk supplied by Gentiles, and 
yet pretend to profess Judaism as theb lell. 
gion. Let all such ask themselves, by what 
authority they transgress a command sanc- 
tioned by so severe a punishment. Is it 
because Uiey think it irrational, or unwar- 
ranted by die law of Moses? If so, they 
attack at once the authority of the whole 
system of Judaism. If the oral law can be 
proved to be absurd, or unjust, or cruel. In any 
one particular, its value as a divine tradition 
is utterly destroyed. Let them, then, be 
consistent ; if they reject Judaism, let them 
say so, let them not pretend to have the Jewish 
religion, when they have it not. Let them 
honestly confess that their reason, directed by 
Scripture, has led them to reject it; and let 
them fulfil the consequent duty of endeavour- 
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ing to deliver their poor brethren from a 
bondage so cruel. They must know that 
these laws about milk and butter, and the art 
of slaughtering, cut off many a poor Jew from 
the last refuge of the destitute— the poor- 
house. Many a one who is now starving 
with his famUy, would be glad to have the 
relief which the parish provides, but he 
dare not accept of it. Either his conscience, 
perverted by these Rabinnical statutes, will not 
permit him, or he is afraid of his brethren, 
who wofild think that in going into such an 
asylum, he had renounced his God. Those 
who use Gentile milk without scruple, will 
have much to answer for, if they suffer such 
oppression and such superstition to continue. 
It is a vain excuse for any one to say. What 
can I do? Any one individual, however 
weak and uninfluential, has it in his power, 
by God*8 blessing, to deliver the poor. Let 
him continually protest against such super- 
stition, let him reason with his brethren. Let 
him determine to take no rest, until the yoke 
is torn from the necks of his nation. He will 
ultimately prevail. He will be the instru- 
ment, in God*s hand, of effecting a greater 
deliverance than that from Egypt, inasmuch 
as the emancipation of the soul is of more 
importance than that of the body. In this 
respect, amongst others, Jesus of Nazareth 
has done more than Moses. If he had not 
arisen, the oral law would have been universal, 
and the world have continued either sunk in 
idolatry or slaves to a cruel superstition. 
The cruelty of a religion, which commands a 
man to be flogged for eating that which God 
permits, is not to be disputed ; the prohibition 
of Gentile bread furnishes another instance 
of similar inhumanity. 
vnh pw ♦D V» »TM D*oDn iTttw onri xr 
^b i«DM '»DM ona ^ no io3 rmrm p v^ 

r* VTton uvoyo |rD yvco pptoo "wo '^3m jni^Doa 
l'^y^ ronn u)xao itdh nnsn iV« fei "pa 
''There are some things which the wise 
men have pronounced unlawful, although they 
have no foundation for the prohibition in the 
law, as bread of the Gentues, even though 
an Israelite should have baked it for him— 
and cooked victuals, which the Gentiles have 
cooked. They have also pronounced it un- 
lawful to drink at a Gentile table, even those 
drinks, of which there can be no suspicion that 
wine of libation is mixed with them. And 
they pronounced these things unlawful, to 
prevent the possibility of intermarriage," &c. 
(Ibid. 112.) There are many remarks sug- 
gested by this passage, but at present we limit 
ourselves to the prohibition of Gentile bread. 
It is here confessed that there is no founda- 
tionfor it in the law of Moses, and that there- 
fore the rabbles have no authority for the pro- 
hibition; and yet a very little consideration 



is sufficient to show that great inconvenience 
may arise. For instance, if a poor Jew is 
travelling in this country, exhausts his stock 
of money, and goes to a farm-house to ask 
relief, he cannot accept any meat — he is not 
to drink any milk on pain of a flogging. 
Suppose, then, that the people ofler him some 
home-baked bread, even this is forbidden. 
J dVis?"? 'i"id« n>arT b3>a bv) 
^* Bread baked by a private house-keeper 
is eternally forbidden." The poor man, 
therefore, may starve. But the inhumanity 
appears still more in the discussion of the 
question, whether and when it is lawful to eat 
baker^s bread. The rabbies are divided. 
Some allow it, because the rule is — 

Di«JD D*i3 bxo ncn "imo d>d» 'a na^nrro »d 

"inw pcn« «n * 3"3? ona* 'a naynn i"7M3 mm 
I t?oD D*o» 'a narnn p d« vfm 
'^ He that has fasted three days may law- 
fully eat Gentile bread, and as in many places 
of our captivity there is no Israelite baker, this 
case is considered parallel to that of him who 
has fasted three days. But there are others 
who say that it is unlawful, unless he has 
fasted three days, in the strictest sense of the 
word.** (Ibid.) One would think that, in a 
case of doubt, men that had the fear of God 
would naturally incline to the side of mercy ; 
but here we find teachers of religion for- 
bidding what God has allowed, unless the 
victim of poverty has first endured the torment 
of starvation for three days; and in one case 
actually determining that a fellow-creature 
flJiall die of hunger, rather than suffer their 
unauthorised traditions to be broken. If a 
Gentile Government should seize on a num- • 
her of unfortunate Israelites guilty of no 
crime, and shut them up in a prison, and 
then leave them to die of starvation, what 
just indignation would be excited? Every 
man would protest against such wanton 
cruelty, and yet this is just what modem 
Judaism has done. By forbidding Gentile 
meat, milk, cheese, and bread, it has con- 
signed hundreds to starvation. There are 
at this moment numbers of individuals, if not 
families, pining away in want, whose wants 
could be relieved, if the oral law did not in- 
terpose its iron firont, and pronounce starvation 
lawful, and help ftom Gentiles unlawful ; and 
yet their brethren, who pride themselves upon 
their benevolence and humanity, leave them 
to perish, and suffer the svstem to remain that 
it may be a curse to coming generations. It 
is truly astonishing to see the indifference of 
those who pride themselves upon their eman- 
cipation from superstition, and who themselves 
eat Gentile bread, and milk, and cheese, and 
perhaps meat, without any scruple. It is 
more astonishing still, how the nation at large 
suffers itself to be deluded by men who do not 
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agree amongst themselves as to what the law 
really is. We saw above, that the greatest of 
the rabbles, even the Gaons themselves, differ 
as to the lawfulness of Gentile butter ; — here 
we see that they cannot agree as to the lawful- 
ness of Gentile bakers* bread. How is it, 
then, that the Jews cannot see that their 
present religion of the oral law is altogether 
one of uncertainty, and that, therefore, there 
is no dependence upon it? Here they eat 
freely, even the strictest, of Gentile bread ; but 
yet, according to some of their greatest men, 
they are thereby committing a deadly sin. 
These wise men humanely say, that it is ne- 
cessary first to fast for three days. Now of 
what use is an oral law, that cannot even tell 
us certainly what sort of bread it is unlawful 
to eat ? The Rabbinist boast is, that the oral 
law teaches them the true meaning of the 
written law, and thus saves them from all 
doubtful disputation. But how can that be 
true, when the oral law has not yet settled 
when it is lawful to eat Gentile bread ? If the 
rabbies cannot agree on so simple a matter, 
what trust can be placed in them in diffi. 
cult questions ? The Jews cannot even 
tell, by the help of their religion, whether 
they are not committing a sin, and leading 
their children to commit a sin, when they 
give them a piece of bread and butter. How, 
then, can they be satisfied with a religion, 
where the simplest concerns of life are still a 
matter of doubt and disputation ; and espe- 
cially where the poor are made to sufTer the 
greatest hardships, whilst, by keeping to 
Moses and the prophets, they might find 
relief? But, above all, how can they be- 
lieve that a religion is divine, or its authors 
good and pious men, when an innocent 
action, nay, the fulfilment of a natural duty, 
is punished with flogging? There is no 
punishment of which the oral law is so fond ; 
and it would be a curious and interesting em- 
plojrment to furnish a list of all the offences to 
which it is annexed. Perhaps in nothing does 
the Talmud dififer more from the New Testa- 
ment. The New Testament has not, in any 
one case, prescribed so cruel a punishment. The 
Talmud and all its compendiums prescribe it 



on the most trifluig occasion. The maxim of 
the New Testament is that of the Old also, 
«' I will have mercy, not sacrifice." Now, if 
the practice of mercy be more agreeable in the 
eyes of God, than even those ceremonial rites 
which He himself ordained, with what plea- 
sure can he contemplate the religion of the 
oral law, which punishes even what God has 
allowed, with unmeasured cruelty? Aben 
Ezra supposed that this command, *•' Not to 
seethe a kid in its mother's milk," was given 
in order to prevent cruelty even to the brute 
creation ; if this be true, how does God r^ard 
the perversion of his mercy, which pre- 
tends to keep this command, to spare the 
brute creation, by dooming hundreds of 
mankind to starvation, and by flogging 
those who endeavour to escape from dieir 
misery, by eating what He has nowhere for- 
bidden ? If G^ has compassion upon the 
beasts that perish, what can he think of those 
teachers of religion, who talk with such com- 
posure of a fellow-creature*s fasting for three 
days before he may eat bread sold by a Gen- 
tile baker, and who absolutely decide that it 
is his duty to die, rather than partake of 
bread baked by a private individual who is 
not a Jew ? We appeal to the good sense of 
every Israelite to answer these questions. Is 
it not evident, that the God of mercy must view 
with indignation, those teachers who thus mis- 
represent the nature of revealed religion, and 
who cause his holy name to be blasphemed 
amongst the ignorant? But if those men axe 
guilty, a portion of their guilt rests upon all 
those who aid and abet in upholding the sys- 
tem. There can be but little excuse for tlMse 
who have the Law and the Prophets in their 
hands, and who therefore ought to know, that 
the cruelty of the oral law is as contrary to 
the character of God, as light is to darkness. 
And there is no excuse at all for those Israelites 
who themselves despise these BAbbinical laws, 
and yet by their silence and indifference leave 
their brethren still in misery. They are 
answerable for all the dishonour done to Gk)d; 
for all the misery inflicted upon man ; and for 
all the contempt heaped upon the wisdom of 
Israel. 



Loudon :~SoId at the London Society's Office, 16, Exeter-hall, Strand; by James Dnncan, Paternoster- 
row; and B. Wertheira, 57, Aldersgate-street. This publication may be had by applying at No. 5, 
No. 7, or No. 13, Palestine-place, Bethnal-greeu ; also, at No. 10, New-street, Bishopsgate-ftreet. 



Macintosh, Printer, 20, Great New-street, London. 



'Tto 1 n^oT • D^i;; mana^ ^bi^lv^ is-n doit ^i; nc;; 



" THE OLD PATHS."— Jer. vi. 16. 



Number 54. 



FRIDAY, JANUARY 20, 1837. 



[Price One-Penny. 



I 



The Jews of the present day have got one 
religion — the Christians have got another. It 
is much to be desired that all the sons of men 
should have the one true religion, but, as this 
is not likely to be the case for some little time 
longer, it becomes those who differ to examine 
the nature and grounds of their differences. 
Whatever Jews may think upon the subject, 
Christians feel themselves bound to inquire 
whether they have really erred so grievously 
as modem Judaism asserts. The oral law 
brings no less a charge against them than this, 
That they arc guilty of idolatry, and therefore 
in a worse state than even the Mahometans. 

iM D»:iMan ^3 nin p") rp:na "utiqi rp»nt3n mow 

** As to those Gentiles who, like the Ish- 
maelites, are not idolaters, their wine is un- 
lawful to drink, but is lawful for purposes of 
profit, as is taught by all the Gaons ; but 
Christians are idolators, and their wine, even 
such as has not been used as wine of libation, 
is unlawful even for purposes of profit." 
(Hildioth Maakhaloth Asuroth., c. xi. 70 
These words are very plain, and are confirmed 
by the practice of rabbinists in every part of 
the world, who abstain as carefully from the 
wine belonging to Christians, as their fore- 
fathers would have done from the idolatrous 
libation of the Canaanites. Jews, therefore, 
cannot be astonished if we examine with care 
a religion that brings against us so grave an 
accusation, and endeavour to defend ourselves 
against the charge. We might ask them, 
whether they behold in our churches any of 
the emblems of idolatry. We might refer 
them to the ten commandments written up in 
the most holy place of our sacred edifices. 
We might quote from the New Testament 
many warnings against idolatry as plain and 
as solemn as any to be found in the law of 
Moses ; but there is a previous question to be 
considered, and that is. What is the character 
of that system, which witnesses against us ? 
Is it worthy of credit — can its testimony be 
depended upon? If the oral law be really 
from God, and if its teachers should appear as 
faithful depositories of divine truth, their tes- 
timony would have great weight. But if the 
rabbies be detected as daring corrupters of 
divine revelation, and their religion be proved 
to be a perversion of the law of Moses, then 



this charge must fall to the ground as un- 
worthy of all credit ; and this is what we assert. 
We have already given many reasons in sup- 
port of this assertion, and now add some more 
which we find in the laws about "JD2 p, 
*^ wine of libation," which laws appear to us 
to be not only unwarranted additions, but un- 
merciful, uncharitable, and irrational. 

We do not mean to deny that it is utterly 
unlawful to partake of wine that has been 
consecrated to idols; on the contrary, we 
would assert this as zealously as any Israelite. 
Concerning things offered to idols, the New 
Testament says, ^* The things which the 
Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to devils, and 
not to God : and I would not that ye should 
have fellowship with devils. Ye cannot drink 
the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils." 
(1 Cor. X. 20, 21.) Let not therefore any Is- 
raelite think that we wish to defend what is 
contrary both to the Old and New Testament. 
But though fully convinced of the unlawful- 
ness of drinking wine or any thing else conse- 
crated to the service of idolatry, we confess that 
we cannot see why it is unlawful to make use 
of wine not consecrated to idolatry, simply 
because it belongs to, or has been touched by, 
a Gentile ; and yet this is the rabbinic law. 

"p2nat? p 10D nwni mow D2'* ono vnp^rt Nim 

'>^yn in ra^tt? ]»» tai j m-na nao im« ^*do n*r>n-» 
rrnysrb narr nn^jnouj "imw ^d3 mdu? "vidn m nn 

J rp»3na mow Mirro D2»* dddd lan 
" Wine belonging to Gentiles, of which we 
do not know whether it has been consecrated 
or not, and what is called common Gentile 
ivine^ is unlawful even to make a profit of, 
just like wine that has been consecrated ; and 
this is by the decree of the scribes. Who- 
soever drinks so much as one quarter measure 
of this common Gentile wine is to be flogged 
with the flogging of rebellion. All wine also 
which a Gentile touches is unlawful because 
he may have consecrated it, for the thought 
of a Gentile is to idolatry. Hence thou hast 
learned, that concerning wine belonging to an 
Israelite which a Gentile has touched, tlic law 
is the same as in the case of common Gentile 
wine, which is unlawful even to make a profit 
of." (Ibid., 3, 4.) Now in this law we have 
first the unauthorised additions of the tabbies. 
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We have already granted, that wine, and 
rverything else, consecrated to the service of 
idols is unlawful, but with this the rabbles 
are not content. They forbid wine that was 
made by, or ever in the possession of, a 
Gentile, or even if a Gentile has touched it, 
and that not only to drink it, but to make any 
use of it, or to sell it, or to be in any way 
employed about it, so as to make any profit 
by it 

pipM ym ni*n^ D3»» onoi onaDn iTnanm 
btrn^ rw latro na -p'rt Di"3y^ "p^nw p voro 
mom rw na^wn p^ i "ddm r\3« f^a ^o» nws^ 
p« p pQ M»anb n:»DD "oww w y* y^ M»ir6 
i:n3 D«^ • nVon d»^ pa^Vi* i^ ^ana niro dm iidm 
pi« f\yw* m nn rT»n*D ^m D*ta "^m moD Towa ib 
"lion »iab n3« • n niarrt «^ na iD«rf "Dap^i 
: nmta ^na« f» ^ pib i*^ n»3m ^'^ aiaib 

'' The wise men have been very strict with 
respect to the common Gentile wine, and have 
pronounced its price to be unlawful, as that of 
wine which has been consecrated to idolatry ; 
therefore, if a Gentile have an Israelite to 
labour with him, in any thing concerning 
wine, his wages are uulawfuL In like manner, 
if he hire an asa, or a ship, to carry wine, the 
hire thereof is unlawful : and if it be given to 
him in money, he is to throw it into the salt 
sea. But if the hire be given him in cbthes, 
or vessels, or fruits, he is to bum them, and 
to bury their ashes, that no profit may arise 
therefrom. But if an Israelite has hired an 
ass to a Gentile to ride upon, and he lays 
upon it bottles of wine, then the hire thereof 
is lawftiP' (Ibid., c. xui. 15, &c.). For aU 
this there is no authority whatever in the law 
of Moses, — it is a pure invendon of the 
rabbies, who had but little respect for the 
divine law, and no consideration at all for the 
necessities of man. It is evident that these 
additions must, in many cases, become so 
many impediments in the way of earning a 
subsistence. The proprietor of a ship, or the 
owner of cattle, is cut off from one source of 
employment and profit. Now, even in the 
case of the rich, though they may feel it less, 
this is an unjustiiiable severity; but in the 
case of the poor, it becomes a most cruel 
oppression. In the wine*countries, for ex* 
ample, a poor Jew might perchance find em- 
ployment with some of the growers of that 
article; but the rabbies have declared that 
honest industry, in a matter which God has 
nowhere forbidden, is unlawful, and the fruits 
of it so abominable, as to be fit only for de- 
struction. In this city, also, many examples 
of the absurdity and cruelty of this law might 
be found. Suppose that a Christian wine- 
merchant should wish to employ some one or 
more of those numerous Israv-litc.<, who are 
destitute of the means of earning a livelihood, 
and should therefore offer him a situation, 
either in his cellar or his counting-house, the 
rabbies say that he dare not accept of it : and 



that it is more pleasing in the sight of God 
that the man should go about idle, and that 
his family should starve, than that he shotdd 
labour honestly, and do what God has per- 
mitted. Who is there, except the rabbies 
themselves, who does not see that such a 
decision is irrational oppressive, and unmerci- 
ful, not now to speak of its injustice to Chris- 
tian nations, by classing them with the idolaters 
of Canaan ? But take another case, suppose 
that some Christian, finding a Jewish family 
in deep distress, some of the members perhaps 
recovering from sickness, to whom a little wine 
might be beneficial, gives them a bottle of 
wine, What are they to do with it? May they 
make use of it to strengthen their exhausted 
frames ? The rabbies answer. No. May they 
sell it, and with the money purchase food, or some 
other necessary of life ? The rabbies answer. 
No. What then are they to do with it ? The 
rabbies answer. Destroy it, destroy what would 
recruit your fainting bodies — what woold par- 
chase bread for your starving children— destroy 
whatmightperhapssaveyourlife, simply because 
we have forbidden it; and it is more important 
that our unauthorised laws should be preserved 
inviolate, than that you should be comforted 
or strengthened or relieved in your misery. 
This is 3ie mercy of Judaism. But we have 
not done yet Suppose that the mo iher of the 
family should begin to reason, and say. This 
wine would preserve my poor child's life ; a 
little of it would strengthen me, and enable me 
to tend the sick bed with more alacrity ; God 
has nowhere forbidden it She accordingly 
administers to her child, and partakes herself, 
when some Rabbinic zealot enters and perceives 
what she has done. Now suppose that the 
ministers o( the oral law had the liberty to 
follow out all its enactments, what would be 
the consequence ? The poor woman would be 
summoned before a pi n^a, a tribunal; the 
oral law would be opened, and her sentence 
be. The flogging of rebellion, as we have cited 
above. Is this merciful, is it just, is it rational ? 
Is there any thing like it in the New Testa- 
ment, or in the religion of Jesus of Nazareth ? 
The oral law says that we are idolaters, but is 
it worthy of credit ? Can any reasonable man 
place confidence in the teaching of those who 
are so senseless as to forbid a perishing fellow- 
creature to make use of proffered relief, and so 
merciless as to flog him with the flogging of 
rebellion, if he regards God*s permission more 
than their prohibition? But it is not only 
absurdity and cruelty, which here are to be 
noticed, there is also a certain measure of that 
cleverness which we have remarked on former 
occasions, which provides for the transgression 
of the law, and the retaining of the merit of 
keeping it. The above extract says, " If an 
Israelite has hired an ass to a Gentile to ride 
upon, and he lays upon it bottles of wine, then 
the hire thereof is lawful,** and on this principle 
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the owner of a ship of a waggon may let either 
generally for the transport of merchandize, and 
provided the word vine is not mentioned, the 
Gentile may transport his wine, and the Jew 
lawfully receive and use his money, though if 
the word wine had been mentioned, the money 
would have been so unlawful, that it ought 
not even be given to relieve the wants of the 
poor, but thrown into the salt sea. Here the 
rabbies betray their own insincerity, and their 
unbelief in their own enactments, by their de- 
termination to evade their severity, whenever 
it interfered with their own interests. But 
•ven if there were no cruelty, no contempt for 
the law of God, and no evasion, the effect of 
multiplying such observances is to lead away 
the mind from the weightier matters of religion. 
The ignorant think, even whilst they are vio- 
lating the ten commandments, that, if they 
abstain from Gentile wine, they are fullilling 
a most meritorious duty, and making compen- 
sation for their other transgressions. Indeed 
the rabbies themselves are not free from this 
effect, if we may judge by the following 
passage:— 

Tra»«« nmo yrt !»mr io m'Doi ma nai^ 

^< If a Gentile harlot be at an entertainment 
of Israelites, the wine is lawful, for their fear 
is upon her, so that she would not touch it. 
But if an Israelite harlot be at an entertainment 
of Gkntiles, her wine that is before her in her 
own vessel is unlawful, because they may touch 
it without her knowledge." (Ibid., c. xii. 26). 
Now if men or women are so wicked, as to be 
found in such circumstances, in the open dis- 
regard of God*8 law, is it not deceiving them 
to tell them, or to lead them to suppose that 
there can be any merit in any mere ceremonial 
observance, even though it should have been 
ordained by God himself : and is it not strain, 
ing at a gnat and swallowing a camel, to forbid 
a poor perishing Jew to taste wine touched by 
a Gentile, and to allow it to those who are 
feasting with a harlot? Perhaps some one 
will reply that it is on account of the idolatry 
of the Gentile ; but we have seen in the first 
extract given in this paper, that if wine be 
touched even by a Gentile who is not an idol- 
ater, it is unlawful for a Jew to drink it; so 
that to be a Gentile at all is in the eyes of the 
rabbies a greater degradation and of more con- 
taminating influence, than to be guilty of gross 
immorality. Now we appeal to the good 
sense of every Israelite, whether this is not 
to exalt vice, and to degrade humanity ? God 
chose a people to himself, Israel is that people ; 
we honour them as such : but, is that any 
reason why Israel should trample upon the ties 
of our common humanity, and look upon the 
touch even of a Gentile who fears God, as so 
defiling that it makes wine unfit fur the use of 
a Jew. How are peace and charity ever to pre- 



vail between Jews and Gentiles, so long as 
this is looked upon as religion ? Yea, and 
how is true religion and true fear of God ever 
to prevail amongst the mass of the Jewish 
community, so long as they are taught that 
Israelites guilty of immorality are more holy 
than a Gentile who fears God, and that sin is 
not so dreadful as uncircumcision ? The object 
of such commands was plainly to prevent all 
social and friendly intercourse between Jews 
and Gentiles under any circumstances, and to 
build up an eternal wall of separation between 
them. This is very different from that 
national and official distinction instituted by 
God himself. The object of God*s choice was 
not to put an end to the practice of love and 
charity between the Jews and all the other 
nations of the earth, but to cement the bonds 
of affection. He made Israel the depository of 
his oracles, that they might communicate the 
truth to other nations, and that thus the nations 
should feel gratitude for the benefit conferred^ 
and the Israelites feel that affection for the 
nations, which a teacher naturally feels for 
those who, by his instrumentality, have for- 
saken error and embraced the truth. The oral 
law prevents the fulfilment of the divine law, 
and cuts asunder also these ties of amity and 
peace. It makes it impossible for Israel to 
communicate any blessing, and for the Gen- 
tiles to receive any blessing at their hands, 
and goes far towards throwing suspicion on 
the divine law. If there were no other medium 
of communication, than the rabbies, between 
the divine law and the world, the worship of 
Jupiter and Bacchus and all the other heathen 
deities would still prevail. How could the 
nations ever have been converted by those who 
taught them, in the first place, tnat God is 
such a respecter of persons, as to think immo- 
rality in a Jew less contaminating than the 
mere external touch of a pious Gentile? 
Reason revolts at such profane absurdity, and 
therefore if God had had no better messengers 
and representatives of his truth, idolatry would 
still continue. Some may reply, idolatry does 
still continue, such at least is the sentence of 
the oral law, and, though grieved that any 
should be so blind as to bring such a charge 
against Christianity, we are by no means 
angry or offended at it. If the Jews still 
believe in their own religion, and therefore 
think that Christians are idolaters, it is their 
bounden duty to say sa But then we ask in 
reply, if Christianity be idolatry, how is ic 
that its doctrine is more pure, more merciful, 
more charitable, and more rational than that 
of the oral law ? Christianity has no ceremo- 
nial laws to be observed by those who feast 
together with harlots — Christianity nowhere 
sentences the poor to flogging, because they 
partake of what God allows — Christianity 
nowhere represents God as an unjust and 
impartial judge, who looks not at moral good 
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and evil, but at a man*i5 nation. Christianity 
teaches that true religion is that of the heart — 
that at the day of judgment mercilessness will 
obtain no mercy, and that God is the God of 
the spirits of all flesh. Iiet then the lovers of 
the oral law account for this fact, that 
Christianity, which they call idolatry, teaches 
a doctrine that glorifies God and benefits all 
men ; whilst Judaism, which they say is the 
truth, teaches a doctrine dishonouring to God, 
oppressive to the Jews, and degrading to all 
other nations. Some Jews wUl reply, that 
Christians are not idolaters ; then we ask such 
persons how they can pretend to profess 
Judaism, which has asserted the contrary for 
so many centuries, and also acted upon this 
principle, prohibiting all intercourse, as much 
as Moses did in the land of Canaan. Either 
Christianity is idolatry, or Judaism is false ; 
there is no alternative. Every Jew, therefore, 
who asserts that Christians are not idolaters, 
pronounces of Judaism that it is false. Let 
all such persons then deal honestly, let them 
renounce what they do not believe ; and let 
them denounce to their brethren what they 
think it necessary to disavow before Christians. 
They are bound to do this, not only to re- 
nounce the injustice with which the oral law 
treats Christians, but to take away the cruel 
and oppressive yoke which bows down their 
brethren the Jews. If Christianity be not 
idolatry, then all the laws concerning *p: p, 
" wine of libation/' are utterly out of place in 
this country. Then poor Jews may accept of 
Christian bounty, and the oflices of kindliness 
and charity may be practised between Jew 
and Christian. Those Jews therefore who 
profess to believe that Christians are not 
idolaters are bound, by their obligations both 
to Jews and Christians, to protest against the 
oral law, and publicly to disavow all belief in 
it. So long as they do not make such a public 
disavowal, their professions of love and charity 
and respect for the religion of Christians must 
be looked upon as hollow and insincere. So 
long as they make such professions, contrary 
to the oral law, and yet frequent the worship 
of the synagogue, which asserts the divinity 
of theond law, they must be regarded either as 
persons who have motives for professing what 
they do not feel, or who want moral courage 
to renounce what they disapprove. These 
remarks apply particularly to those Israelites 



who have practically forsaken Judaism, who 
associate with Christians, eat Gentile food, and 
drink Gentile wine, and some of whom perhaps 
even deal in it as an article of merchandize. 
Such persons, though Israelites by nation, are 
not Jews by religion, at least according to that 
sense in which the woid Jew has been used 
both by Israel and Gentile nations for the last 
two thousand years. Such persons cannot 
pretend to be professors of the Jewish persua- 
sion. Any one who is in the habit of drinking 
Gentile wine has practically forsaken Judaism, 
just as much as if he had assumed the turban 
and professed himself a Afahometan. It 
becomes such persons especially to make a 
stand against the oral law, and to declare pub- 
licly what their religion is, and whether they 
have any fixed principles at all. They cannot 
be regarded as Christians, for they have not 
been baptized ; they cannot say that tliey are 
Jews, for they have forsaken Judaism ; they 
cannot assert that they have the religion of 
Moses, for unless that religion be found 
amongst Christians, it does not exist. There 
is no body of religionists to be found in this 
country who profess themselves Mosaists. In 
the synagogue the oral law is professed; in 
the Church Christianity is professed: but 
where is the place of worship frequented by 
those who have forsaken Judaism without 
embracing Christianity ? Such persons appear 
in a light that is not at all advantageous to 
their principles. In private they profess to 
abhor the intolerance of the oral law, they vio- 
late its precepts, and yet on the occasion of the 
great Jewish fasts and festivals they are to be 
seen in the synagogue joining in the worship, 
and observing the rites of the oral law. What 
then are we to believe concerning such 
persons? Are they indifierentists who have 
no religion at all ? or are they secret admirers 
of the oral law, who, for worldly purposes, 
deny it when occasion suits, and conform to it 
when the conscience is uneasy ? We are far 
from pronounchig them either one or the other, 
but simply propose these questions for their 
own consideration, remind them of the equi- 
vocal light in which they appear, and would 
give them advice similar to that of Elijah to 
their forefathers. If the oral law be true 
religion, profess and practise it. If the oral 
law be erroneous, superstitious, and unchari- 
table, renounce it openly and honestly. 
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Modern Judaism, or the religion of the 
Jews, as it is professed by the majority of the 
nation scattered through the world, confessedly 
consists of two parts. The first is composed 
of those laws which are minn p, i. e., which 
are either really found in the written law, or 
are supposed to be based upon some passage 
of it. The second, of those laws which are 
D^'^DTf naiD " of the words of the scribes," 
and which are, therefore, mere human institu- 
tions. Concerning those that were given by 
God, we readily grant that they can be changed 
or abrogated only by God himself. But re- 
specting the latter, both reason and Scripture 
concur in assuring us, that what human autho- 
rity has ordained, a similar human authority 
may also abrogate. We grant that so long as 
the Jewish polity remained, and the scribes were 
magistrates, their ordinances, so far as they 
were not contrary to the Word of God, were 
binding upon the Jews : but even then those 
ordinances were not immutable. They might 
have been repealed by the scribes and magis- 
trates who succeeded them. And even then, 
whenever they stood in opposition to the Word 
of God, it was the bounden duty of the Jews 
to refuse obedience. For what reason then do 
the Jews of the present day still pay the same 
homage to the words of the scribes that they 
do to the Word of God ? The scribes are 
not now the civil magistrates of the countries 
where the Jews reside ; their words, therefore, 
carry with them no authority whatever. The 
Jews are now in difiTerent circumstances— are 
subject to other magistrates and lawgivers. 
The magisterial sanction, which the words of 
the scribes had before the dispersion, has long 
since been lost ; and God nowhere commands 
the Jews in England to obey laws made by 
the civil magistrates of Palestine two thousand 
years ago. There is not a shadow of obliga- 
tion remaining ; and therefore the Jews of the 
present day have a full right to examine into 
their tendency and elOfects, and if they should be 
found injurious or unsuitable to present cir- 
cumstances, to reject them. If the words of 
the scribes be not obligatory by virtue of di- 
vine authority, the only imaginable reason for 
observing them is the supposition that they 
are conducive to the welfare and happiness of 
Israel, but if it can be shown that this sup- 
position is false, then both reason and religion 
would suggest tiie wisdom of rejecting tltem. 



We have already shown of several such laws 
that they are alike noxious to man and dis- 
honouring to God, and think now to exhibit a 
similar result with regard to the laws concerning 
mourners for the dead. Of many of these it 
is confessed that they are not of God, but 
simply ordinances of the scribes : thus, of the 
command to mourn seven days, it is acknow- 
ledged, that it is not to be found in the law. 

nrittn -WTD biN • miapn dvi nn^on dv nitto 

** The only mourning commanded in the 
law is that on the first day, which is the day 
of the death and of the buriaL But that of 
the rest of the seven days is not an ordinance 
of the law." (Hilchoth Avel., c. i. 1.) And 
thus with regard to the various things from 
which the mourner is to abstain during those 
seven days, it is acknowledged expressly that 
the command is altogether an ordinance of the 
scribes. 

DiDbt TDDb mD« -Dmaio d^q» liwai minn 
• ^13077 n« bwabi • inTOQ wa^ '"jidVi • finnVi 
DM rjipi^i -rmn nma mnpbi TtDMbo m«r'n 

** These are the things which the mourner 
is prohibited from doing, according to the law, 
on the first day, but according to the words of 
the scribes on the remaining days — shaving, 
washing the clothes, bathing, anointing, duty 
of marriage, putting on shoes, working, 
reading in the words of the law, elevating the 
chair, uncovering the head, asking after the 
peace of any one." (Ibid., c. v.) As therefore 
the rabbles themselves do not pretend that 
abstinence from these things during those days 
of mourning is required in the law ; and it is 
further a matter of fact, that this abstinence 
is not inculcated by the laws of the land, it 
naturally becomes a question. Why then do the 
Jews now observe these rites .? Are they con- 
ducive to the happiness and welfare of Israel ? 
We might doubt respecting several of them, 
but one is so obviously oppressive to the poor 
as to be almost beyond controversy ; we mean 
the prohibition to work during the seven days* 
mourning. We do not mean to deny, that 
when death enters a family, it is a providen- 
tial call to humiliation and serious reflection, 
and that therefore those who can should witli- 
draw for a while from their every-day occu- 
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pation, and seek by prayer and penitence to 
nave the affliction turned into a blessing. But 
to require of those who have not food for 
themselves or their families to embitter their 
cup of sorrow by adding the pangs of hunger, 
is to act the part of an inconsiderate and mer- 
ciless tyrant, and this is what the oral law does. 
It says — 

DM 'irvn ]«3o • rrpi^n p oanDnnn ^33? rrn '»dm 
;in*i "pm rrsz^i mru? »3» rrn 

'' All the first three days it is unlawful to 
work, even though the roan should be so 
poor as to live on alms. But after that, if he 
be poor, he may work privately in his own 
house.** Thus, all those whose business lies 
out of doors, and who are obliged to wander 
about in order to get a livelihood, are com- 
pletely cut off from the possibility of supply- 
ing the wants of their family. The law was 
evidently made under very different circum- 
stances from those in which the Jewish people 
is now found. It presupposes that every one 
has got some trade or occupation whereby he 
can earn his bread at home, but this is not the 
case at present. A large proportion of the 
people, in every part of the world, now get a 
living by frequenting the public resorts of 
men : to forbid these, then, from going forth 
to their work, is equivalent to forbidding them 
to eat during seven days. Why then should 
Israel be bound by these laws, which even, 
according to the confession of the rabbles, 
have no divine authority, and are now only 
oppressive to the poor ? 

But it is not merely of inconsideration for 
the poor, that the oral law is guilty : we have 
more than once remarked the proud contempt 
with which it treats the poor and the unlearned, 
and are sorry to find it even in the laws con- 
cerning the last sad offices to humanity. 

ptt»nn ^>«>2nQ nmo D>no *3« na w^ n^ 
|*«^io D3n Tiobni D3n — »3ttjn |*«»2iq "jd irwn 

^' If there be two persons dead in a city at 
once, he that died fir^t, is first to be carried 
forth to burial, and then the second. But if 
one of them be a wise man, and the other the 
disciple of a wise man, the wise man is to 
have the precedency. If one be the disciple 
of a wise man and the other an unlearned 
man (amhaaretz), the disciple o( the wise man 
is to be carried forth first.'* (Joreh Deah, 
354.) We do not here object to the practical 
result, but to the spirit of the law. God has 
ordained different ranks and grades of society, 
and wills, therefore, that honour should be 
given to whom honour is due, and the common 
course of the world brings men and things to 
their level. But the doctors of the oral law 
were determined not to leave their posthumous 
honour to the natural course of events, hut 
whilst they lived, took the matter into their 



own hands, and decreed tliat the honour paid 
them in life should also be rendered to their 
poor bodies after death ; and that no plebeian 
or unlearned person should take precedency, 
even in the last sad memento of human frailty. 
After death there is but little difference 
between the learned and the unlearned, and 
the real difference is made, not by their pre- 
vious learning or ignorance, but by their moral 
worth. An unlearned man may be, and oflen 
is, far more beloved by man, and far more 
pleasing in the sight of Ood, than the most 
learned, and therefore, when death has 
destroyed the imaginary distinctions of time, 
if religion makes any difference between the 
dead, it surely ought to make it according to 
that estimate, which is etemaL But the reli- 
gion of the oral law cannot forget worldly 
distinction, even in the solemn moment of 
death, and therefore commands, that as the 
unlearned man, no matter what his moral 
worth may have been, has been despised in his 
life, he should still bear the marks of dis- 
honour even in his death and burial. But the 
homage which the oral law pays to wealth and 
mere worldly distinction, is still more apparent 
in its commands respecting the measure of 
lamentation to be dealt out to the deceased. 
It says, on this subject — 
uoin »3aD D»o3n »3i croDn '333 Dnna» »3a 

*' The sons of the rich are to be regarded as 
the sons of the wise men ; and the sons of the 
wise men as the sons of kings, with regard to 
praising their deeds." (Ibid., 344.) Here 
there is no concealment. The learned makers 
of the oral law choose to have their 
children honoured with the honours of royalty, 
and show that, however highly they might 
prize their learning, they had a due estimate 
of the value of wealth ; and that however they 
might despise the unlearned, their contempt 
might be moderated, if the object of it was 
only rich. In the world, we are not astonished 
at the inordinate homage paid to wealth, but 
when the teachers of religion bow down before 
the golden idol, and assign to mere wealth an 
honour which they refuse to the piety and 
moral worth of the poor, we cannot help 
doubting the purity of their professed princi- 
ples, and questioning the truth of their reli- 
gious system. The main object of religion 
should be to raise men above the delusive. 

appearances of this present world ^to teach 

men to look beyond the distinctions of rank, 
and wealth, and learning, to that eternal dis- 
tinction which the righteous Judge will make 
according to man*s deeds. And if there be one 
season more than another where religion ought 
to disregard the principles and customs of the 
world, it is with respect to the hour of death 
and burial. But here the oral law still main, 
tains its love for wealth and worldly distioc- 
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tion, and its haughty contempt for ignorance, 
poverty, and humbleness of station. If any 
additional proof be still necessary, it is found 
in the forms prescribed on the death of slaves. 

«^ D>b2« nDinan vh^ d^Vim dd-q |rr^ Dnrnw 
DijMon nottJ mnm nw br dtm"? poi«tt? d^jd 

^^ In the case of male and female slavtts, tlie 
people are not to stand in a row, nor to say 
the benediction of the mourners, nor the con- 
solations of the mourners ; but, as one says, 
to a man whose ox or ass is dead, God replace 
your loss, so one is to say, in the case of a 
male or female slave who has died." Ibid., 
3770 Volumes could not so clearly set forth 
the genius of Judaism, and the spirit of its 
authors, as this one short law. It exhibits 
the founders of Judaism, not only as void of 
all true religious sentiment, but absolutely 
dead to all the natural feelings of humanity. 
If mourners of any description require sym- 
pathy and respect, surely they are the mourn, 
ing family of a slave, for, excepting crime, 
there is not anything that can aggravate the 
bitterness of death more than slavery. Here 
religion should pour in its oil and wine, and 
as it alleviated the miseries of life, diminish 
from the pangs of death. At such an hour, 
religion should assert the liberty of the soul, 
and remind the children of pride^ that in the 
life after death the distinction of master and 
slave is unknown; that there eternal and 
spiritual liberty awaits all the children of 
uod, whatever their outward condition here. 
At such an hour, religion should especially 
console the survivors with the hope, that there 
is another and better state of existence, where 
the slave and the freeman are equally regarded, 
and dealt with according to one eternal rule 
of justice. But the religion of the oral law, 
on the contrary, carries the degradation of 
slavery even down to the grave, and helps it 
to survive the period of bondage. It ordains 
that the usual religious rites should not be 
observed, and places the slave on the same 
level with the brute that perisbeth. It pre- 
scribes no consolation for the slave*s afflicted 
family, but ordains that his master should 
receive the same words of comfort, as if he 
had lost an ox or ass. The death of the slave 
is looked upon as nothing ; it is only for the 
slave-owner's loss that the oral law has any 
consideration. The fact of his having been 
a human being, an inheritor of God's image, 
and an heir of everlasting life, is entirely 
overlooked by the rabbies. He was a slave, 
and they think, therefore, that as he was 
treated like a beast whilst he lived, he may 
be buried like a beast now that he is dead. 
If these slaves had been Gentiles, it would 
not have been surprising that the oral law 
should treat them with such little ceremony. 



But we must remember that all such slaves 
were compelled to become proselytes to 
Judaism. They were, therefore, co-religionists 
with their masters ; but even this could not 
procure them the respect due to human 
beings. Because the providence of God had 
made them slaves, the oral law endeavoured 
to turn them into beasts. We are sure that 
many Jews of the present day will revolt 
with horror from such a doctrine; and ac- 
knowledge that it is a libel upon religion. 
They will be ready to confess, that the poor 
slave is a fellow-creature, and an expectant 
of life eternal ; but let such persons stop to 
consider whence they have derived these 
sentiments, so much more just, more merciful, 
and more worthy of religion, than those ex- 
pressed in the oral law. That they have not 
derived them from Judaism is clear. May 
they not, then, be indebted for them to the 
influence and atmosphere of Christianity in 
which they live ? Certain it is, that the New 
Testament contains very different principles, 
respecting the treatment of slaves, ^om those 
which we have discovered in the oral law. 
But, further, would it not be well for those 
who disapprove these Rabbinic principles, to 
ask themselves, why they profess the Rab- 
binic religion ? If it be true that a slave is 
something better than an ox or an ass, Ju- 
daism, which classes them altogether, must 
be false : and the men, who made such lawsy 
must be confessed to be very unfit teachers of 
religion. Nay more, Judaism must be ac- 
knowledged as a religion most unfit to pro- 
mote the happiness of the human race. If 
Judaism should prevail again, and, as its 
advocates expect, prevail universally, slavery 
would also prevail in the same degree : slaves 
would again be compelled to become prose- 
lytes, and again be treated as beasts. Such 
is the great consummation, the r^eneration 
that Judaism promises the world. We 
therefore ask every Jewish reader, Whether 
he can pray for such a state of things, and 
whether he wishes to be thus enabled to 
degrade and trample upon his fellow-sinners? 
If he does not, there must be something 
wrong in the religious system which he pro- 
fesses—and if he only detects this one error, 
or acknowledges only this one falsehood 
respecting the classification of slaves with 
oxen and asses, it is sufficient to shake the 
whole Rabbinic fabric: and if he has any 
concern for the honour of the Jewish nation, 
he will endeavour to deliver them from such 
a foul imputation upon their mercy and their 
humanity. 

But there is one point more in these laws 
respecting mourners, which it is necessary to 
notice. The oral law forbids the mourner, 
as we have seen above, to read in the words 
of the law for seven days. 
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niDNi D'aimi D^N^aa-i mim nrypb '^•»d« b2M 
J rrnaKi m^bn TiD^n mtjoa m^tjb 
*' The mourner is forbidden to read in 
the law, the prophets, and the Hagio- 
grapha : it is also forbidden to study in the 
Mishna, Talmud, Constitutions, and Aga. 
doth.*' That a mourner would have no 
great loss in not being allowed to study in 
the oral law, we can readily believe ; but why 
should he be prohibited from going to the 
great fountain of consolation — the revealed 
Word of God ? If there be one season of life 
more fit than another for studying the Word 
of God, surely it is when death has entered a 
family, and reminded all its inmates that 
the wages of sin is death. K a husband or 
wife be left to mourn over the bereavement of 
a beloved partner, what consolation can be 
equal to that which they find in God*s pro* 
mise of a world where therd is neither sorrow 
nor death, and where those who meet shall 
never part again ? If children be left to 
mourn over the removal of their parents, 
whither should they flee for consolation rather 
than to that Word which tells them of Him 
who is the Father of the fatherless ? Every 
reasonable person will think also that, when 
the heart is softened by the paternal chastise- 
ment, then is a peculiarly appropriate season 
for learning his precepts and taking heed 
to his exhortations —and yet the oral law, 
with a sort of most perverse ingenuity, has 
just selected that period of human Ufe, in 
which the consolations of God*s Word are most 
necessary and its instruction likely to be of 
most use, to forbid the reading of it altogether. 
And here, the rabbies have not scrupled to set 
aside the plain command of God. God says 
of his law, **• Thou shalt meditate therein 
day and night ;'* and makes no exception 
for the seven days of mourning for the dead. 
In describing the character of the righteous, 
he says, '' His delight is in the law of the 
Lord, and in his law doth he meditate day 
and night;*' and pronounces a blessing upon 
such a character. But the rabbies, in con. 
tempt both of the command and of the pro* 
mised blessing, forbid the already afilicted 



mourner to obey the command and to seek the 
blessing. Even when the Scribes and rabbies 
were in the plentitude of their power as civil 
magistrates in the land of Israel, obedience to 
such a command would have been unlawful, 
as implying disobedience to the command of 
God. The law of God and the law of man 
are here plainly in collision ; the former 
commanding Israel to study in his law day 
and night; the latter prohibiting all study 
for the seven days of tlie mourning ; but 
whenever these two authorities are opposed, 
no rational being can doubt that it is Israel's 
duty to obey God rather than man. But, in 
the present day, when the oral law is not the 
law of the land, when, therefore, the ordinances 
of the Scribes have no authority whatever, it 
is impossible to conceive why Israel should 
obey this prohibition, unless they wish, by 
some public act, to exhibit their determination 
to transgress the laws of God. Every one 
who abstains from the study of God*s Word 
for seven days, plainly disobeys the divine 
command as given by Moses and the prophets ; 
how then can the Jews, of the present day, 
deceive themselves by supposing that they 
have the religion of Moses ? The main 
difi[etence between Heathenism and the 
religion of Moses is, that the latter gives 
a revelation of God's will to guide us in 
difiUculty and to comfort us in affliction. The 
main difference between a heathen and a 
Jewish mourner ought to be, that the Jew flees 
for consolation to God and his Word, whilst 
the heathen indulges in sorrow as those that 
have no hope. The oral law, however, breaks 
down this distinction, and reduces the Jew to 
the level of the heathen, by robbing him in 
his hour of need of God's promises, and com- 
manding him to abstain for seven days from 
all study of God*s Word. These laws re- 
specting mourning, then, as being oppressive 
to the poor, insulting to the unlearned, de- 
grading to humanity, and contrary to the ex- 
press precepts of the divine law, have no 
intrinsic merit to commend them to Israel, 
and no claim upon their obedience. 
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A RELIGION which is plainly contrary to 
any of the Divine attributes, must necessarily 
be false. For instance, God is a holy God : 
a religion, therefore, which would promote 
unholiness, could not have the Holy One of 
Israel for its author. God is also a merciful 
and a just God: a religion, therefore, which 
is characterised by cruelty or injustice, cannot 
proceed from him ; and for this reason, 
amongst others, we believe that the religion of 
the oral law cannot be that true religion which 
God gave to Moses and the prophets. The 
oral law is most unjust in its laws respecting 
Gentiles, slaves, and unlearned men, and most 
unmerciful in very many of its enactments. 
But if there be one attribute more than an- 
other, which is distinctive of the true God, it 
is truth. In the prophecies of Jeremiah, He 
is even identified with truth, as it is said— 

« The Lord God is Truth." (Jer. x. 10.) 
And in that prediction which he put into the 
mouth of Balaam, he says that it is by this 
attribute that he is distinguished from the 
sons of men. *' God is not a man that he 
should lie; neither the son of man that he 
should repent : hath he said, and shall he not 
do it ? or hath he spoken, and shall he not 
make it good?" (Numbers xxiii. 19.) Men 
may be wicked enough to promise what they 
do not intend to perform, or after promising, 
may change their mind, and refuse to fulfil 
their engagements; but God is too holy to 
deceive wilfully, or to alter what has proceeded 
out of his mouth. A religion, therefore, 
which in any wise tends to lessen our reve- 
rence for truth, or encourages men to alter a 
solemn engagement, or, what is still worse, 
teaches how to absolve from oaths, cannot 
proceed from the God of truth ; and this is 
what the oral law docs in certain cases. We 
do not mean to accuse it of teaching, as the 
religion of Rome does, that dispensation may be 
had from every kind of oath. On the contrary, 
the rabbles assume the power of dispensation 
only in the case of noa niyia«, " rash oaths ;" 
but we mean to assert, that even that assump- 
tion is contrary to the Word of God, and in- 
jurious to the cause of truth ; and therefore, 
sufficient to overthrow the credit of the oral 
law, as a religion given by God. The doctrine 
itself is as follows : — 



n>n"i inna^J •» ami nrii rona« :^ixoyo ns 
n3?-6 inyn rDDn3r n rrffyyo d«|? dm "i3?td2JO Kirro 
ny^a irona rrn v^ im ib iDW w Tmn 
i« TTw D3nb bw«J2 m nn iVjai orr^i rtnatn 
lb p^noi DDn DM5 f «« Dipoa riTOv-m rro^ 
N'?ttj ya«32«j im m^jrb nnin mm "ironaio 

minn bbii ip^r ^b ]'« m lan • mria«3 in^n ^'pzn 
m^s nbapn >dd "im ritUDD nob "p »b« • an3a« 
mbp TIT tQ!J3?2 «in bbrr vhw inai brr vh ainan 
• ^^nb« D«3 rw rbbm 'wttj pw xcoa TD«tt?a wvn 
I lb TDD DDn M nm Dna d» ba« 
*' If any man swear a rash oath, and after- 
wards repent of it, because he sees that if he 
keep this oath, it will cause him grief, and 
therefore changes his mind ; or if something 
should occur to him, which was not in hb 
mind at the time when he swore, and he repent 
on that account; behold, a person, in such 
circumstances, is to ask one wise man (rabbi), 
or three common men in any place where 
there is not a wise man, and they absolve 
him from his oath ; and then it will be 
lawful to do a thing which he had sworn not 
to do, or to leave undone a thing which he 
had sworn to do : and this is what is called 
absolution from oaths. This matter has no 
foundation whatever in the written law, but it 
has been learned from Aloses, our master, by 
oral tradition, that the Scripture, ' He shall 
not profane bis word,* (Numbers xxx. 3, in 
the English Bible 2,) means, that a man shall 
not himself profane his word in a way of 
levity and with a contemptuous mind, accord- 
ing as it is written, * Neither shalt thou pro- 
fane the name of thy God * (Levit. xix. 12) ; 
but if a man repent and change his mind, a 
wise man is to absolve him." (Hilchoth 
Sh*vuoth, c. vi. 1, 2.) Here it is plainly 
taught, that if a man has reason to fear any 
personal inconvenience, or even if he changes 
his mind, he may escape from the moat 
solemn obligation that can be laid upon the 
consciences of men ; and that, after appealing 
to God in confirmation of his declaration to 
do or to leave undone some particular action, 
one or more of his fellow-sinners can remit his 
duty to his Creator, and give him a licence 
to do the very contrary of that which he had 
promised before and unto God, that he would 
do. Now let every Israelite reader first con- 
sult his own reason, and reflect whether this 
doctrine is agreeable to the character of God, 
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Bs set forth in the Scripture. The God of the 
Bible is a God of eternal and immutable truth. 
One of his peculiar characteristics, that he 
keepeth covenant and mercy. A man, there- 
fore, who breaks his word, and still more so, 
a man who breaks an oath, is unlike God. 
Is it probable, then, that God would give a 
religion with a special provision for making 
men unlike himself ? Again, God is a God 
of knowledge, and therefore knows that the 
children of men are in a great degree the 
creatures of habit; he knows also that by 
habit the evil propensities are strengthened, 
and that there is in men a strong propensity 
to shrink from their word, if it cause any 
trouble or damage : is it likely, then, that 
God would give a law, directly tending to 
strengthen that evil propensity by forming a 
habit of breaking one*s word, even under the 
solemn circumstances of an oath ? Reason 
decides that such a law cannot proceed from 
the God of Israel. Has it then any support 
in the written Word of God ? It would be 
strange, indeed, if the Word of God should 
contain any thing contrary to reason. As 
revealing the nature of Him who is incom- 
prehensible, it may contain things above our 
reason: but that in giving laws for man it 
should give him licence to do what his reason 
tells him is directly opposed to the character 
of God, is altogether incredible. The rabbles 
themselves, however, do not endeavour to jus- 
tify the doctrine by a reference to Scripture. 
They say in plain terms, **" This matter hat 
no foundation vrhatever in the written law^** 
and thus acknowledge that it is altogether a 
matter of tradition, the argument against it, 
therefore, becomes doubly strong. Every one 
knows, that a story loses nothing by passing 
through many mouths, but that in the course 
of its progress it gets so many additions and un- 
dergoes so many changes as at last to be scarcely 
recognisable. This circumstance makes aU 
oral tradition uncertain and unsatisfactory, 
but is particularly suspicious when it appears ; 
not only opposed to the Scripture character 
of God, but also favourable to the evil pro- 
pensities of man. If it had exacted a more 
scrupulous regard to truth and a willing sub- 
mission to himlship and inconvenience for the 
sake of truth, then, as opposing the principles 
of self-interest, it would have been less sus- 
picious ; but when it actually tells men that 
to do what may save them from worldly 
trouble or personal disadvantage is a divine 
institution, one cannot help suspecting that it 
is an invention of men, who found it conve- 
nient occasionally to escape from the obligation 
of an oath. But after all, the great arbiter 
must be the written Word of God. The rab- 
bles say. That it has been learned from 
lloses by oral tradition, that the words *^ He 
shall not profane his word** mean that a man 



shall not himself profane his word in a Way 
of levity, but that he shall go to a wise man 
and get absolution ; let us then read the whole 
verse from which those words are taken. 

*^ If a man vow a vow unto the Lord, or 
swear an oath to bind his soul with a bond, 
he shall not break his word, he shall do ac- 
cording to all that proceedeth out of his mouth.*' 
Now let any man of common sense and ho- 
nesty say, whether if it had been God*8 in- 
tention to forbid all absolution from 'oaths. 
He could have employed words more to the 
purpose than these ; or whether the plain 
simple grammatical meaning is not directly 
opposed to the Rabbinic doctrine ? God says. 
If a man swear, he shall not profane nis 
word. The rabbles say, he may profane his 
word. To prevent all mistake, God further 
adds, '< He shall do sClcording to all that pro- 
ceeds out of his mouth.*' The rabbles say, 
he need not do what proceeds out of his 
mouth ; and yet they have the face to tell us, 
that their doctrine is from Moses, and is the 
traditional interpretation of words which sig. 
nify the very reverse of what th^ say. It is 
only wonderful that they should nave referred 
to this verse at all, and the fact can only be 
accounted for by the supposition that this 
verse was too plain to be got over, and there- 
fore they thought it best to take the bull by 
the horns, by selecting this very verse as the 
basis of dieir interpretation. That this verse 
in its grammatical construction is directly op- 
posed to the oral law no one can doubt, (or 
it forbids what the rabbles allow, and commands 
what the rabbles forbid. But the opposition 
is not found in this verse only. The other 
verse to which the rabbles also allude is 
equally plain against it. The words, *'*' Ye 
shall not swear by my name falsely, neither 
shalt thou profane the name of thy God. I 
am the Load,** plainly forbid that absolu- 
tion firom oaths Which the rabbles teach 
not only as lawful, but as of Divine authority. 
We know that the rabbles make a distinction 
between *\po riS^XO a false oath and a tXffMXO 
nm rash oath ; but the distinction, as made 
by them, is unfounded. A rash oath, accord, 
ing to their doctrine, is an oath concerning 
something which it is possible and kwftd for 
a man to do or to leave undone; for as soon 
as it interferes with the fulfilment of a Divine 
command, it belongs to that class of oatha 
which they call vtw nimtJ vain oaths. If, 
therefore, a man swears to do, what it is both 
lawful and possible for him to do, and after- 
wards draws back, and does it not, what man 
in his senses can doubt, that that individual, 
no matter what the pretext for not keeping the 
oath, is guilty of having sworn falttly t 
What is it to swear falsely, if yoluntaiily to 
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refuse to do what a man had previously sworn 
to do, constitute not that sin ? A ninful 
falsehood is a wilful departure from truth ; 
here there is that wilful departure : who, then, 
will dare to affirm, that such conduct is not 
contrary to the express command of God ? 
Rahbinists sometimes say, that though the 
oral law sometimes commands more than is 
commanded in the Scriptures, it never allows 
what God has forbidden ; but here we have a 
plain example of the contrary. Here the oral 
law alloWM false swearing, which God has 
positively forbidden. The doctrine of abso- 
lution from oaths teaches men to transgress 
three rroyn vh niSD negative precepts. The 
man who swears to do anything and then does 
it not, because he has got absolution, violates, 
first, the negative precept, ^^ He shall not 
profane his word ;" he violates, secondly, the 
negative precept, *' Ye shall not swear by 
my name falsely ;** and, lastly, he violates 
a negative precept more important than either 
of the others ; and that is, *^ Neither shalt 
thou profane the name of thy God." Any 
man, pretending to religion, who should act 
upon these principles, first swear and then 
obtain absolution from his oath, would ex- 
pose his religion to the contempt and indig- 
nation of all honest men, and thereby do all 
that in him lies to profane the name of his 
God. Let, then, every Israelite who thinks 
that the negative precepts are more important 
than the affirmative, remember, that in this 
one instance the oral law teaches him to 
violate three such precepts ; and let him re- 
fleet further, that the upholding such a law 
as this is to profane the name of the God of 
Israel before those who are ignorant of the 
Scripture. 

But the Rabbinical doctrine does not stop 
at prospective absolution, it goes so far as to 
absolve from the guilt of perjury actually 
committed. 

• VTSJiatja Tpvi varh *itdi nc^a« ra«3« »d 
ntewD -VTW Titawi ^^ no te«» vfro ya«3« p» 
np^ DT»p "w aaw rm dm mt^ M»a*tt> DTip 
m nn ^b nrnm DDr6 bMsy\ dto tto rm dh 
''D« wftM TW mVi Tnpkjn p 1M ]'rs^ p iitdd 
ihrnrvw DTip i) iTnm hMsy\ mpy> imnea 

fDTDD m nn ^mp^ 

<' If a man swear a rash oath concerning 
the future, but lies in that which he has 
sworn, as, if he should swear not to eat this 
bread, and afterwards should eat it ; and if, 
after he has eaten it, before he brings his 
sacrifice, in case he did it ignorantly, or before 
he is flogged, in case he did it presump- 
tuously— he repent and ask a wise man, and 
he absolve him, behold such an one is exempt 
from the sacrifice or from the flogging : and 
not only so, but if they had actually bound 
him in order to flog him, and he ask a wise 
man, and he absolve him before the flogging 



has commenced, he is exempt." (Ibid. 18.) 
In this Rabbinic decision there are two cases, 
and both contrary to the Word of God. 
First, we have the cane of the man who has 
broken his oath ignorantly, and respecting 
whom God has decided in the following 
words : '' If a soul swear, pronouncing with 
his lips to do evil, or to do good, whatsoever 
it be that a man shall pronounce with an 
oath, and it be hid from him ; when he 
knoweth of it, then he shall be guilty in one 
of these. And it shall be, when he shall be 
guilty in one of these things, that he shall con. 
fess that he hath sinned in that thing : and he 
shall bring his trespass-offering unto the Lord 
for his sin, which he hath sinned, &c." (Levit. 
V. 4, &C.) Here God positively commands, 
flrst, that he should confess his sin, and 
secondly, that he should bring a sacrifice in 
order to obtain forgiveness ; and, by the 
above law, the rabbies as positively de- 
clare that obedience to these commands is 
superfluous. A man need only say that 
he has changed his mind, and get a rabbi 
to absolve him, and then he can set the 
Word of God at defiance, he need neither 
confess his sin, nor bring the sacrifice. How 
can the men who profess such a religion pre- 
tend to have any regard for the law o( Moses, 
or how can they with any consistency reproach 
Christians with the non-observance of the 
ceremonial precepts, when they themselves 
profess religious principles which unceremo- 
niously subvert such plain commands ? The 
second case is, however, far more flagrant. It 
supposes a man to have sworn that he would 
not do a certain thing, but afterwards wilfully 
to have done it — that is, it supposes a man to 
have been guilty of wilful perjury, and yet 
declares that he may be delivered both from 
the guilt and the punishment, by going to a 
rabbi and getting absolution. This oral law, 
which would flog a poor starving creature for 
eating Gentile food or meat and milk to- 
gether, devises an expedient for delivering him 
who is guilty of the grave crime of perjury—, 
that is, though cruel to the poor, it is merciful 
to the criminal. If this be not to violate the 
laws of God with a high hand, then we know not 
what sin is. Here both classes of the precepts, 
negative and affirmative, are treated with the 
same contempt ; both equally trampled under 
foot. The guilty are absolved, not only from 
doing what God commands, but from the 
penalty of actual transgression. The rabbies 
presume not only to absolve a man from doing 
what he has sworn to do, but also to turn 
perjury actually committed into innocence. 
They have assumed the high prerc^ative 
of God, have abrogated his laws, and taught 
the guilty to set his threatenings at de- 
flance. We verily believe that the mast 
of the Jewish people have been ignorant 
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of this gross contempt for the Mosaic law, or 
they could never have continued so long in 
such a system, nor so long have suffered the 
name of God to be profaned by the attempt 
to pass off" such a religion as proceeding from 
Him. Now, then, we call on every reader of 
this paper to decide whether the oral law can 
really be from God? Has this doctrine of 
absolution from oaths any thing resembling 
the character of the Divine Being as a God of 
Truth ? Is it possible that God should give 
an oral law directly subversive of that which 
he has given in writing ; or will any one dare 
to say that the Almighty, when he wished to 
give a law permitting absolution from oaths, 
knew so little of the Hebrew language as to 
enunciate it in words which directly forbid it ? 
Let no one misunderstand us^ as if we applied 
the passages quoted from the oral law generally 
to the case of all oaths, or as if we attributed 
this doctrine of the oral law to all Israel. We 
do neither the one nor the other ; in a future 
number we hope to consider the case of an 
oath between man and man, and at present 
our only intention is to show that the oral 
law is dishonouring to God, subversive of the 
commands given by Moses, and injurious to 
the best interests of the Jewish people ; nay, 
that it ia actually a libel on the children 
of Abraham ; and that, therefore, if they have 
any love to God, any reverence for Moses, 
and any respect for themselves and their breth. 
ren, they are bound publicly to renounce 
the principles which it inculcates, and by 
which they have been deluded for so many 
centuries. It is possible to do one of two 
things-^either to approve the doctrine of ab- 
solution from oaths, or to disapprove of it. 
Those who approve of it will, of course, en- 
deavour to uphold it, and will thereby con- 
tinue the profanation of God*8 name ; and, so 
far as they can, stamp dishonour upon the 
religion of Israel. Those who disapprove 
the idea of a rabbits absolving from a so- 
lemn oath, and think that oaths are not 
to be tampered with, are bound not only 
to protest against this particular abuse, but 
to reject the whole oral law. The rabbles 



declare that this doctrine is not an ordinance 
of the Scribes, but an oral tradition from 
Aloses ; if then it be false, the rabbles are 
again convicted of passing off^ an invention of 
their own as an ordinance of God, and are 
therefore wholly unworthy of credit. The 
oral law depends altogether upon the validity 
of the testimony, and if the witnesses can be 
proved, in any one instance, to have spoken 
falsehood, tlie credit of the whole is destroyed. 
Now this is eminently the case, for not only 
have they said what is false, but have endea- 
voured to establish a principle subversive of 
all reverence for truth. It would be difficult 
for any man, who was known as one in the 
habit of getting dispensation from oaths, to 
find belief or credit in the world, and he would 
scarcely be admitted as a valid witness in a 
court of justice ; but the man who propounds 
dispensation from oaths as a religious doctrine, 
and teaches it systematically as agreeable to 
the will of God, is a more suspicious person 
still, and such are the authors of the oral law. 
The former might be regarded as a deluded per- 
son, who only broke his oaths when he got dispen- 
sation, but the latter would be considered an 
artful underminer of principle, and a wilful 
despiser of truth ; his testimony would, there- 
fore, have no weight. Now, it is upon the 
testimony of such persons that the authority 
of the oral law entirely depends. It is con* 
fessed, that until the Mishna and Gemara were 
compUed, there Was no written record of its 
contents, but that it was propagated from 
mouth to mouth. If, therefore, it appear that 
those who transmitted it were men whose love 
for truth was equivocal, we cannot be sure 
that they did not transmit a forgery. The 
doctrine which we have just considered^ shows 
that they did not love truth, and that they 
have actually libelled the memory of Moses, 
the servant of God, by asserting that he taught 
them how to get absolution from oaths. It 
is for the Jews to consider whether they will 
still be deluded by such incompetent wit- 
nesses, and still, even silently, uphold a doc- 
trine so dishonouring to their religion. 
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Every one naturally thinks that his own 
religion is the true one. The Mussulman 
thinks thus of Mahometanism, the Christian 
of Christianity, and the Jew of Judaism, and 
yet it is plain that they cannot all be right 
—two out of the three must necessarily be in 
error. What then is to be done ? Are they 
all to go on in listless and lazy indifference» 
and leave it to another world to find cut 
whether or not they have been in the right, 
or are we to lay it down as a maxim that every 
one is to continue in that religion in which he 
.was bom, whether rightor wrong, and that there- 
fore the Turk is to remain a Mahometan, and 
the Hindoo an idolater, to his life's end? 
There are very many in the world who seem 
to think so, and who adhere to a religion 
simply because it was the religion of their 
forefathers. Now we grant that no man should 
carelessly or lightly abandon the religion of 
his childhood, and have no scruple in saying 
that he who changes his religion as he would 
his clothes must be a fool, or something 
worse. But we must say, at the same time, 
that he who retains his religion, merely as a 
matter of prejudice or interest, is not a great 
deal better, and can hardly be considered as a 
rational being. Every being, whom the 
Creator has endowed with reason, ought to 
have a religion and to know why he prefers it 
to all others. But perhaps some reader will 
say, I have a religion— il am a Jew, and I 
prefer this religion to all others, because God 
himself gave it to Moses on Mount Sinai. To 
this we reply. But how do you know that you 
have got Uie religion of Moses? If you 
really had Moses* religion you could not be 
wrong, but how can you prove that the reli- 
gion which you now profess is really that true 
religion ? Your fathers in the times of old 
often forsook Moses and the Prophets, and 
taught their children a false religion, how, 
then, can you be sure that this is not the case 
with what you have got at present ? Certainty 
can be had only by examination and compa- 
rison. The Judaism of the present day must 
be compared with the Law and the Prophets. 
If it agrees with them, then the Jews have 
reason to believe that they are in the right ; 
but if not, then they must be in the wrong. 
Our own firm conviction is, that modem Ju- 
daism is altogether spurious, and plainly op- 
posed to that religion which God gave to your 
fathers. The doctrine of dispensation from 



oaths is sufficient to prove this, as was shown 
in the last number. But we have more ob- 
jections still to make against that doctrine, 
and all confirmatory of the conclusion to which 
we have come. We saw in our last, that if 
a man swear an oath to himself only, where 
others are not concemed, he can have abso- 
lution, but we now come to consider the case 
of an oath made to another person, respecting 
which the oral law teaches us as follows :^ 
rwoTDH bnp i« 'joM nan ]vsryvh rattmopun 

i« p"»*o yattJ3 DM ]Di • >n«rTO piMi »:di m^ 
pyo«3 M nam vhw im pyottja nam vfw im 
p»D« '3D3 mVm ^b p^nta ^m DDnb bMXDai onai 
I'M na "»M ]iDp pyo« nrr ib'DMi m^an laota mw 
m Tnnttj iTan mu n3 vaca m^m ib p*nD 
nb nam im laoo nam ^d>dVj inyiaw im irna 

*' If Reuben should adjure Simeon, and he 
answer Amen, or accept the oath ; and after- 
wards Simeon should repent of his oath, and 
ask conceming it, he is not to be absolved 
except in the presence of Reuben who adjured 
him. In like manner, if Reuben should swear 
an oath not to receive any profit from Simeon, 
or that Simeon should receive no profit from 
him, and afterwards should repent and ask a 
wise man, he is not to be absolved except in 
the presence of Simeon, conceming whose 
profit he had vowed : yea, even though Simeon 
were an infant or a Gentile, he is not to be 
absolved except in his presence, in order that 
he, with respect to whom the vow was made, 
may know that the other has got absolution 
from his oath or vow, and that therefore he 
may receive from or confer profit upon him.*' 
(Hilchoth Sh'vuoth, c. vi. 70 ^ow in con- 
sidering this doctrine, we must not withhold 
that measure of approbation which is 
due to the rabbies. There is here a certain 
degree of honesty and plain dealing* The 
rabbies have determined that where one 
man swears to another, he is not to be ab- 
solved, except in the presence of that other^ 
and are in so far vasdy superior in morality 
to those who hold and teach, not only that aU 
oaths may be absolved, but that they may be 
absolved secretly, so that he who is most 
alOfected by the dispensation, knows nothing 
about it. Bad as the oral law is, it does not 
descend to such a depth of hypocrisy and pro- 
faneness. Another trait which deserves notice 
is, that it does not teach that no faith is to be 
kept towards those who have got another reli- 
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gion, but expressly determines, that if & Jew the character of the men with whom it ori- 

swear to a Gentile, he is not to be absolved ginated, we must look at the original passage 

without that Gentile's knowledge. We readily in the Talmud, on which the last-cited deci- 

admit that this is greatly superior to a doctrine sion is founded. 

of dispensation, taught and practised by some y^^ ^ ^^ p^^O ^ YVano TWSn TTlon 

who call themselves Christians ; but, having ^^^ |^ /„ ^ y^\ ^^^ 11 ^DH 'Iro >3n3t) 

made this admusion, and given the rabbies ,1, ^„ /^^ i^^ ^^^ ,!, ^.^^ ^^ ^ ^^^ 




tised, would destroy all confidential inter- .^^^ y„y„ ^^ ^,^^ ^^^ ,^1^ 

course or dealings between man and man. ^^^^ ^ ^^ ^^^^ ^ ^ ^^^^ y,^ ^^ , 



would ever trust another, or value even an ^t »» ,. . iJi i »a noM T 353 

oath ? Not only would the commercial trans- ^^ ™* '^^Jt ^^^ "P®° **""» ^* respect 

actions of the country be at an end, but the ^ P'**"* "°™ "» neighbour, is net to be 

very bonds of society would be rent asunder, absolved, except in that neighbour's presence. 

The existence of human society depends upon "O*^ " *"" P'^™ ? ^a^ Nachman says, 

that measure of confidence which a man can *^ }f V^oyed by the words, * And the Lord 

place in his brother, but if the Rabbinical doc- ^^^ unto Moses, m Midian, Go return into 

trine prevailed and were acted upon, there Egypt; for all the men are dead which sought 

could be no confidence more. A man's oath i"y *"« ? _,"« ^aid to him. In Midian thou 

would be good for nothmg, and if so, the '^^^ "f^^^.'J^ *"" 8«* absolution from thy 

value of his word stm less. But, besides this, ^<*^ ^^ Midian, for it is wntten, tk6q Vin 

the doctrine that a rabbi may absolve Simeon ' And Moses was content.' (Exodus il. 

fVom his sworn obligation to Reuben, is 21.) Now this word means nothing else 

absurd. If Simeon swear to Reuben a lawful but swearing, as it is written, *• And he took 

oath, no one on earth but Reuben can release an oath of him.* (Ezek. xviL 13.) It is 

him ; but here we are told that a rabbi, who further proved by the words, ^ And he also 

has nothing at all to do with the matter, may rebelled against King Nebuchadnezzar, who 

remit the obligation. He might, with as had made hhn swear by God.' (2 Chron. 

much reason and with less pro^nity, under- xxxvi. 13.) What was the nature of his 

take to absolve Simeon from his pecuniary rebellion ? Zedekiah found Nebuchadnezzar 

debts. That the dispensation must take place eating a live hare, whereupon Nebuchadnezzar 

in the presence of the party to whom Simeon said to him, Swear to me not to reveal this, 

swore, is but poor satisfaction, and would not nor to report the matter. Zedekiah swore, but 

remove the inconvenience, nor diminish the afterwards he was grieved, and went and got 

guilL Suppose, for instance, that Simeon his oath absolved and told. Nebudiadoezzar 

should promise Reuben with an oath, that heard that they despised him, and sent and 

within a given time he would complete certain fetched the Sanhedrin and Zedekiah, and said 

business, or lenft him a certain sum of money, to them. Ye see what Zedekiah has done, 

or any thing else of the kind, and that Reuben although he swore by the name of God not to 

should arrange his affairs in dependence upon reveal the matter. They said to him. He 

this oath, what satisfaction would it be to got a dispensation from his oath. He said. Is 

Reuben to be present at the absolution ? It it lawful, then, to get dispensation from an 

would not remove the inconvenience nor in- oath ? They said. Yes. tie said again, Is 

demnify him for the loss to which the non.ful- this to be done in the other's presence or 

filment of the oath exposed him, nor abate the absence ? They say. In his presence," Slc* 

vexation and sorrow which he must feel to see (Neilarim, fol. Ixv. 1.) Now this passage not 

a teacho* of religion, trampling upon the most only illustrates the doctrine of dispensation, 

solemn sanction with which religion guards but throws much light upon the character and 

the intercourse between man and man. For, knowledge of the men from whom the tradi- 

after all, the main objection to the doctrine is, tion is derived. In the first place, it shows a 

that it allows what God forbids, as we showed strange confusion of mind to derive VhVi 

in the last number, and under the pretence of * he was willing,' from rfm « he swaie;' but 

religion, makes perjury systematic. it is stranger still, out of this mbtrandation. 

But to cstunate this doctrine ftilly, and also to invent a story of Moses having sworn and 
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ftot absolutloti i but the most stnmge of all is, 
3iat any one should be found who can believe 
this a sufficient warrant for the doctrine of 
dispensation iVom an oath made to a fellow, 
creature. If even it were true, as the rabbles 
say, that Moses had sworn to Jethro not to 
return into Eg3rpt, still this is not a case in 
point ; for Moses did not get absolution from 
any third person, but received express per> 
mission from Jethro himself to return, as we 
find in the chapter referred to, where it is said, 
** And Moses went and returned to Jethro, 
his father-in-law, and said unto him. Let me 
g0| I pray thee, and return unto my brethren 
which are in Egypt, and see whether they be 
yet alive. And Jethro said to Moses, Go in 
peace." (Exod, iv. 18.) If there was any 
oath, we see that it was dispensed with not by 
a wise man, nor by any third person or persons, 
but by him to whom the oath was made. This 
passage is, therefore decidedly against the 
Rabbinic doctrine, and therefore the Rabbinic 
doctrine cannot be true. The second case, 
cited by the Talmud, is still stronger as a 
testimony both against the system and the 
men. It tells us that Zedekiah swore to 
Nebuchadnezzar not to betray him in a certain 
matter, which no law, either of God or man, 
compelled him to divulge — that he swore by 
the name of the God of Israel, and yet that 
afUr this most solemn transaction, he did what 
be had sworn not to do. He betrayed a man 
from whom he had received kindness, and 
equally disregarded the obligations of grati- 
tude and the sacred ties of an oath— in short, 
that he committed perjury. This is, in itself, 
bad enough ; but the Talmud proceeds fur. 
ther to tell us, that this was not his own indi. 
▼idual act, but the solemn decision of the 
supreme council of the Sanhedrin. Zedekiah 
did not perjure himself without having advice. 
He went to the Sanhedrin, and they absolved 
bim from the obligation of the oath, and that, 
contrary to their own maxim, that an oath sworn 
to a neighbour cannot be absolved, except in 
his presence. Here, then, the Talmud plainly 
confesses that the Sanhedrin did wrong, in 
fact that they were aiders and abettors in 
Zedekiah*s perjury ; that, therefore, they 
were men who had no regard to truth, and 
no fear of God ; and, consequently, that no 
man' of any common sense would believe a 
single word that came out of their mouths. 
What, then, becomes of the whole fabric of 
Jewish tradition ? It depends altogether upon 
the unimpeachable character of the various 
Sanhedrins through whose hands it passed. If, 
therefore, we should find that any one Sanhe> 
drin consisted of notorious liars, the genuine- 
ness of the oral law is at an end. But here the 
Talmud itself tells us that even before the de« 
portation of Zedekiah, the Sanhedrin con. 
silted, not of common liars, but of fSslse 



swearers, of men who had so little regard for 
the name of the Lord, as to absolve a sdlemn 
oath, of which that name was the safeguard. 
If they had done this in accordance with their 
traditions, there would be some appearance of 
consistency, but they did it in the face of the 
tradition, which says that when an oath is 
sworn to another person, absolution cannot be 
given, except in his presence. When Zede- 
kiah demanded absolution, they should have 
refused, and told him that it was contrary to 
the oral law ; but, whether from fear or from 
self-interest, they acceded to the king*s wish, 
and helped him to commit perjury : and these 
are the men who have handed down the oral 
law ; what trust, then, can be placed in their 
word, when they disr^arded an oath ? The 
story is either true or false. If true, then all 
the Members of the Sanhedrin were guilty of 
perjury — if false, then the Talmud has handed 
down a falsehood as truth, and in neither case 
is it worthy of credit. Surely, it is time for the 
chosen people of God to use the reason which 
God has given, and to examine the grounds 
upon which they prof^s Judaism. Theignorant 
and the thoughtless may retain their profession 
as a mere matter of prejudice, but it would be 
very strange if any, who think religion worth 
a thought, should still adhere to a system, 
for which there is not only no evidence, but 
against which there is evidence so satisfactory. 
According to the Talmud itself, and on its 
own showing, the persons whose office it was 
to guard the traditions in the days of Zede- 
kiah, were men who transgressed those tradi- 
tions, and made themselves guilty of perjury ; 
what warrant, then, have the Jews for believ- 
ing that those men did not change the tradi- 
tions, and hand down mere inventions of their 
own ? What was there to restrain them from 
such conduct, if they could free themselves 
from the obligation of an oath by the name of 
the God of Israel ? 

But as the men jrho handed down the tra- 
ditions are described by their own successors 
as wicked and ungodly persons, so the tradi- 
tions which they have handed down are of the 
same character, and, as we have said, if gene- 
rally acted upon, would rend asunder all the 
ties of human society, and beget universal dis- 
trust and suspicion. The oral law plainly 
and unequivocally allows a man to swear to 
his neighbour that he will do or leave undone 
something that his neighbour requires, and 
then to get absolution from that oath and do 
the contrary. It is true that it requires this 
to be done in the presence of the other person, 
but that does not much alter the matter. 
Whether Zedekiah divulged, what he had sworn 
to Nebuchadnezzar to keep secret, in his pre. 
sence or behind his back, is a thing of very 
little oonseeuenoe ; the oath is just as much 
and at reuly broken, and the results mi^l^t 
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be just as pernicious and injurious. Take, for 
^xanAple, the case of a manufacturer, who 
communicates to his servant some important 
secret in his trade, and for his own security 
binds him by an oath not to divulge it. In a 
little time, the servant, for some reason or 
other, finds it convenient or profitable to make 
this secret known, and goes to a wise man, 
summons the manufacturer to be present, gets 
absolution, and then divulges what he had 
sworn to keep secret-— Where is the difference 
as to all practical purposes, or as to the 
actual guilt of perjury ? But, again, suppose 
that the wise man was to act as the Sanhedrin 
did, and absolve the man without summoning 
the person to whom he swore, it is a question 
whether the servant would then be bound. 
Zedekiah evidently thought not. All he was 
concerned about was to have absolution, and 
if there was any sin in giving it, he evidently 
thought that the onus rested upon those who 
gave, and not upon him who received it. 
According to the oral law, the Sanhedrin 
was wrong in giving absolution under the 
circumstances : but, according to the same 
oral law, Zedekiah was right in obeying their 
decision. Implicit and universal obedience to 
the words o{ the Sanhedrin and wise men is 
required by the Talmud ; and, therefore, if a 
wise man give absolution, even though he give 
it unlawfully, it is still the duty of him who 
is absolved to obey his decision, and act 
upon it. A Rabbinist is not allowed to 
reason ; but, as we have seen on a former 
occasion, to believe that his right hand is his 
left, and vice versa, if the rabbies say so— 
and consequently, if a wise man absolve him, 
he is not to trouble either his conscience or 
his reason as to the right or the wrong ; his 
duty is not to dispute, but to receive the de- 
teimination as the words of the living God. 
The provision, therefore, that if Simeon swear 
to Reuben, he is not to be absolved, except in 
Reuben *s presence, affords but little protec- 
tion. If it was possible for the Sanhedrin, a 
body consisting of seventy-one persons, to 
disregard it, it is surely possible that any 
other wise man might disregard it also, and 
absolve Simeon, even in Reuben^s absence. 
Now the bare possibility of such occurrences 
would make all promises, whether sanctioned 



by oaths or not, of no value, and have the 
most pernicious effect as to the practice 
of speaking truth. Men might reason 
from the greater to the less, and say^ 
If it be lawful, by means of absoluUon, 
to break an oath, "jDim !?p, a Jbriiori, it i» 
lawful to break one*s word without absolu^ 
tion ; and at all events those to whom the 
promise was given would be likely to reason 
thus, and say. If we cannot depend upon this 
man's oath, much less can we place confidence 
in his word. But what is worse still, such a 
doctrine is calculated to make men despise all 
religion, and to render them a prey to infide- 
lity. The thoughtless and the rash are very 
likely to say, If this be religion, better far to 
be without it; or, to conclude that as such 
doctrine cannot possibly be the offspring <^ 
the Divine mind, all revealed religion is a 
mere imposture. In every case it is a reproach 
to the good sense and piety of Israel to pro- 
fess such a doctrine ; or, if they do not beUeve 
it, to remain silent, and suffer mankind to 
suppose that this is the religion of the children 
of Abraham. So long as they profess that the 
oral law is the source of their religion, so long 
are they responsible for the doctrines which it 
teaches ; and so long as they abstain from a 
public renunciation of the oral law, they must 
be considered as believers in its authority. It 
will not do to renounce one particular doctrine, 
whilst they profess faith in the general system. 
The body of traditions is a whole, which can- 
not be parted. They all have come down, 
resting on the same evidence; if, therefore, 
the evidence be invalid in any one case, it is 
invalid in all; and if any one admits its 
validity in some cases, he cannot, if a reasonp 
able man, deny it in others. He may dispute 
about the conflicting opinions of the rabbies, 
but if he admit any one of those doctrines 
which are called traditions from Sinai, he 
must admit them all, and, consequently, this 
which professes to be one of them. It re- 
mains, therefore, for the Israelites of the pre- 
sent day to choose, whether they will still 
retain the system of the oral law, and thereby 
sanction the dispensation from oaths, or whether 
they will repudiate this doctrine, and thereby 
renounce the whole oral law. 
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Whbbevek there is an inlemal principle ci T , 
nligion, it will, lik«s1l other piincjples, maiii- i 
feat iUclf in eitmul acta, and in u) eileriial [ 
form of lilei uid ceiemoiilel. It ia juat as , 
impOBBibleraralivinginiD lo conlinue without I 
giving any aigna of life, ea for the leliffieus 
principle lo exiai without an outward expits. 
lion. Il ia the unireTsal law of creation that 
e»eryvital principle should manifeilii»elf, and 
Ibenrnre, when the Creator himaelf waa pleaajil j 

cereniotiies to give noiicu of ita existence, and 
lo serve ai the bodj in which the aoul abouJd 
reside. Riiea and ceremonies, ihererore, are 
not to be despiaed, even when devised by man, 
for the; are demonstrationa of an internal li fe 
from which they proceed ; but wheti instituted 
b; God, they are doubly imporlani, becauM^I 
besides being a sign, they have all the autho- 
rity of a divine command. Fains religion, 
however, is not satisfied with this acknow- 
ledgement, nor thia measure of reverence, Ii 
goes atill tiiTlher, and elevates the external sijr^i 
above the thing signified, by making the ex. 
ternal riles the great csBeniiala of religion. 
Thus, in the time of the Prophet laaiah, l\i.i 
lanuliiea thought that the act of sscrlGce, and 
the external obseiialion of the Gabbalh and 
holidays, formed the substance of religion, and 
therefore Ood told them, that even these thing;', 
though ordaitied by himself, were not pleaaing 
in his Bight, unless ihey proceeded from tile 
living principle within. " Bring no more vain 
oblationa: incenaeisan abomination unionie; 
the new moona and Sabbaths, the calling of 
oaaemblin, I cannot away with : itia iniquity, 
even the solemn meeting." (Isaiah i. IS.) 
And again in a subsequent chapter he say?, 
" They seek me daily, and delight to know 
my ways, as a nation that did righteousnesn 
and forsook not the ordinances of their Qod : 
they ask of me the ordinances of justice; thi^y 
takedelight inapproaching toGod." {Iviii. 2.)| 
And yet at the same lime he showa that ihi^. 



make the mere form of going to a rabbi logel 
abioluiion an essential requisite. Another 
] proof is furnished by their docirine concerning 
Tilt nuriloriouineii of Circumcisbm, which 
ia set forth aa follows :— 
n^™ la rw 'no'v '»ntm dtk 'ab mro msn 
in-03 031 ■ rvB Ts m vm rros mso tmcq k-tt 
WTps wVi ■ T*ra nirai mtttj 'tot «to t'ts 
'm ni3 i") rroi rm»i:i ^o'jw it d^ orruit 
im DjrTa So mnn rtsa trm pun rc'n] 
niTT J iv nrmrn aw i:'3« D;ru»« u'ran ■nairo 
K-n roiwai ■ ^oto "o 'tA la myb n-sn ij'tn 
■ a*ns min ta '3 'tnv Din m imtmi; r/ran 
ds"h wVw "praiD IK DTTOM k) in-a "eon toi 
a'nsi fto Vi p» D'aiio n-uwai min iti vm 

■'It ia an affirmative precept, binding on 
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_ of the other affir. 
mative precepts, for there ia a threat of BKcision 
Bitsched to it ; and further, on account of it. 
Thirteen covenants were made, aa ii recorded 
in the chapter of circumcision. Abraham 
was not called perfect until he was circurndsed, 
and by the merit of drcamciaion, a covenant 
was made with him reapecting [he giving of 
the land. It alao delivera from the judgment 
of hell, for the vise men have ftaid, that 
Abraliam our father aits at the door of hell, 
and does not suffer any ore thai is drcumcised 

for the Oenlilea are reproached with it, as it ia 
said, ' All the nations are un circumcised.* 
(Jer. Ix. SS) : and every one who breaks the 
of Abraham our father, either by not 
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his sight Wherever, therefore, we find a le. [ 
ligion, wbich places external observances above 
the moral duties, we msy be sure it is not of 
God ; Btid for this reasoD, amongst others, wo 
believe that the otallaw is (he invention of mtn. 
We bad an instance in the subject last con- 
sidered, the) dispensation from wuhs. Tlic 
labbiei dinq;ard the moral obligaLioD, but 



[hough he possess a knowledge of the law 
and good works." (Joreh Deah., S60.) Here 
we have the very same [Dincancepiion, which 
Uod reproved by the mouth of Isaiah ; an 
external act ia preferred to holiness of life, and 
a mere preparation of the body to purity of 
heart. It is gravely and solemnly asserted 
that the precept concerning circumcision ii 
greater than all the other aflirmalive precepts, 
that is, it is exalted above out duty to Ood 
and our duty lo our neighbour. The com- 
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"Thou ihaltlove thy neighbour as thyself," 
, il an affirmallve precept, and la therefore oaf 



The CO 



1 whidi 



" Honour thy filhtr and Ihy mother," ia 
ma a-ffiimUirt pmqit, and hu ■ pramlae of 
long life in the Und kttuhed (o il> It con- I 
cema our duty to ihoM, to wbom, under God, I 
we owe oar exintence, *nd jet llie dtbI lav 
teuha iliat obedience to it Is not M Importuil 
M to (he pmt|it concerning drcumcision. 
We do not mean to deny the Ecriplural im- 
portinci of drcutnciaioD, nor of any other of 
the divine ioatitutiotiB, but we do mean to 
appeal to ereiy Israelite of nndentandiog to 
judge, which of theu commandments i» of 
moat importance. Can an Israelite, merely 
becauM he ia cireumdud, though he hu no 
love to hii fellow.men, and no reference for 
hii pacenti, be acceptable in the aight of God, 
ot can he be more accepuble than a Qentile 
who obeys iheae commands P But the sweep- 
ing declaralian of the oral law, not only 
teachea men that cireumciaion U more laluable 
than lore to man, but exalts it even abore love 
to God. The commandment, " Thou shslt 
lotc the Lord thy God, with all thy heart, 
tte.," Ii an affirmative precept, and is conse- 
quently included amangit those which are 



gaol that doelh ought pnaampttwaslr, whetbn 
lie be born In the land at a atntngai the iama 
lepniadieth the Loidi and that aoul ihall be 

cut off from among hla people. Beaiise be 
hath deapised the Word of the Lord, and bath 
broken his commandmeni, that soul ihall be 
utterly cut off; his Iniquity shall be upon 
him." (Numb, it, 30, 31.) Heie wb aae 
thai prciumptuouB transKresiion of any ona of 
Ood's commandmenu wfll be visited with the 
»me punishment denounced againat the omia. 
Hion of drcumdsion, ao that the aooexcd 
direat Is fat from proving that this precept li 
superior to all the other affiimallve ct ■" 
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altnoat afrud of having miaunderatond the 
sense ; but Raahi, who must be acltnowledged 
aa an authoiiiy, goea atiU farther, and en- 

in importance to all the other commandments 
put together. 

*' It is equivalent to all the commandments 
which are in the law." (Ncdarim, fol. 31, 
eol. ii.) So that there can be no doubt (hot 
this is die doctrine of the oral law. Now just 
let the leader conaidcr the nalute of cireum- 
ciaion. It hi, in the Giat place, an external 
act,— it is, in (he second place, an act per- 
formed wii}iotit the will of the infant, and ats 

responsibility, and yet the mere act ia placed 
above the highest perfection of a created being, 
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I fellow. 



the oral law does not merely assert this doc- 
trine, but gives its proofs, and the first ia, thai 
to the precept of circumcision the threat of 
excision is annexed, Ofcoune, we admit the 
fact, for it ia plainly satd> " The uncitcum. 
ciaed man-child, whoae flesh of hia foreskin ia 
not circumcised, that soul shall be cut off from 
his people) he hath broken my covenant." 
(Uen. ivii. 14) ; but we deny the conse- 
quence. There is nothing peculiar (o drcam- 
cision in the annexed threat of excision. God 
has prcHiounced the same threat again«( every 
presumptuous sin, as it i) wiitteii, "Bnt the 



!S not judge by the extonal act, but by the 
te t^ the heart, and that presumptuoos dis- 
obedience of any commanciment, aa demote 
itrating an utter want of love to him, will be 
rhited with the severity of hia wrath. It il 
further alleged, " That Abraham was not 
called perfect until he was dicumcised," — 
and ihia is proved in the Talmud, by the 
words, " Walk befnn me, and be thou 
perfect." But these words do not prove thai, 
even after his circamduDn, Abraham wai 
called perfect; they are a command to be peN 
Tcct, but not a declaration that he wm 
so; and it cannot be urged that by bdiw 
dtcumciied he obeyed this eommand, and 
thuB became perfect, for this would open an 
Esay vaj of attaining perfection to the most 
abandoned of mankind. Besides, II la euy 
to prove that thia word " perfect " ia abo 
given lothe DnEircumcisiaii. Long beforedr* 
cumcision waa given, it waa applied to Noab. 
" Noah was a jiist man, and perfect in bit 
generaiionii, and Noah walked with God" 
(Gen. Ti, 9), where (hat which is only ooni- 
manded to Abtaham, ia aaaeited to have beat 
found in Noah, Ood commanded to Abraham 
to walk with him, and to be perfect ; bat be 
declares of (he uncircumdsed Noah, that he 
was perfect, and did walk with him. In tMi 
respect, ibiaefore, even if the Rabbinic inter- 
pretation of the words wen correct, drcum- 
cision has no superiority over uncircumcisioa. 
The neit proof, namdy, " That by the merit 
of circumcision a covenant waa made with 
Abraham, reapccting the giving of the land," 
^ is equally uninconcluaive, Ixing before the 
covenant of drcumdaion Ood had promiaid 
ihe land to Abraham, and that repiatedly; 
I and not only had promiaed it, but had 
I actually made a covenant with him respeetllig 
the gift, as we read, '■' In the same day, the 
Lord made a covenant with Abnm, sayii^ 
Unto thy seed hare 1 given this land, from 
the river of Egypt unto the great river, the 
rivei Euphrates." (Gen. xv. la) This 
covenant was made iMline the bfrtb o( 
Ishmoel ; and when Ishinael waa bom, Abra- 
ham ««i etghty-slx yon tt age; ccawa- 
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quently, it was made at least fourteen yean 
before drcurndsioii, ao that the aaaertion that 
the covenant respecting the land was made on 
aeoonnt of the merit of circumcision is alto- 
gether false. God made the covenant, not 
because Abraham deserved it, but according 
to his own grace and mercy, when Abraham 
had no bodily mark to distinguish him from 
the surrounding nations. Here again, then, 
the oral law asserts what is false. But the 
rabbles were not contented with Scripture 
proof; they felt that the letter of Scripture 
was against them, and therefore had recourse 
to their own invention, and have devised the 
fable that ** Circumcision delivers from the 
judgment of hell, for that Abraham sits at 
the door of hell, and does not suffer any one 
that is circumcised to be cast into it.** That 
this is a r^ular and wilful falsehood, no one 
that has reason, and takes the Scripture to 
guide it, can possibly doubt. It implies that 
numy who are circumcised deserve the punish- 
ment of hell, and are led to the very door, 
but that Abraham interferes, and delivers 
them from their just punishment. If they 
did not deserve it, and were not liable to it, 
there could be necessity for Abraham*8 sitting 
in so unpleasant a situation. The guilt of 
these persons is, therefore, fully admitted, 
and yet the wise men say, that out of regard 
to the mere external token of the covenant, 
God gives up his attribute of justice^ and 
acquits those who deserve punishment. But 
it implies further, that God does not deal thus 
to the Gentiles — ^that to them he exercises all 
justice, and shows no mercy. Abraham looks 
on with unconcern when a Gentile is brought 
to the place of the damned, feels no compas. 
sion and exercises none, and the Divine Being 
himself is made a party in this injustice, and 
want of compassion. Religion is misrepre- 
sented as a mere system of favouritism, and 
the Judge of all the earth as a doer of wrong. 
That this is the plain drift of the story is 
plain from what follows : ^* Circumcision is 
despised, for the Gentiles are reproached with 
it, as it is said, 'All the nations are uncircum- 
cised.* ** Here the rabbies plainly tdl us, 
that God despises the works of his own hands, 
that he disdains the overwhelming majority 
of his rational creatures, and that not because 
of their wickedness, or their cruelty, or their 
idolatry, or their profanity, but because they 
have not got a commandment which He never 
gave them. The rabbies themselves will 
admit that God never gave the Gentiles the 
commandment of circumcision, how then is 
it possible that he should blame them, or 
despise them, or treat them with unmitigated 
severity, because they have not got what he 
never gave them ? If it had been offered to 
them, and they had refused, there would have 
been some ground for such a representation, 



but at present there is none. It is not true 
that God reproaches the Gentiles in the 
words, <* All the nations are uncircumeised ;** 
on the contrary, he is reproaching IsraeL 
The context is, *^ Behold the days come, 
saith the Lord, that I will punish all them 
which are circumcised with the uncircum- 
eised; E^ypt, and Judah, and Edom, and 
the children of Ammon and Moab, and all 
that are in the utmost comers, that dwell in 
the wilderness ; for all the nations are un- 
circumeised, and all the house of Israel are 
uncircumeised in the heart.'* (Jer. ix. 25, 26.) 
This is very different doctrine from that m 
the rabbies. God dedares that the meie 
outward sign of circumcision shall not save 
from punishment ; that he makes no difference 
whatever between the uncircumeised and the 
circumcised, but that he looks upon the heart, 
and deals out to all evenhanded justice. He 
says that he will punish the idolatrous na- 
tions, whom he has enumerated, but dedares 
that he will punish the sinners of Israel along 
with them, and then to obviate the very ob- 
jection which the oral law urges, and to take 
away all false confidence in circumcision, be 
adds, ^' The nations are uncircumeised, and 
all Uie house of Israd are uncircumeised in 
heart ;** as if he would have said, Do not 
decdve yoursdves, thinking that your cir- 
cumcision will save you : there is a worse un- 
circumcision than that of the flesh, the undr- 
cumcision of the heart. This is doctrine 
worthy of the Divine Being, consistent with his 
attributes of justice and holiness, and consola- 
tory and encouraging to all his rational creatures; 
whereas the rabbinic doctrine is dishonouring 
to God, and contemptuous to all the Gentile 
nations. If it were believed, no Gentile 
would have any motive to serve or honour the 
true God, from whom he could expect ndther 
justice nor mercy. It is equally pemidoue 
and destructive to the moral and spiritual 
welfare of the Israelites themselves. Any 
man who believes that his circumdsion will 
save him from hell, will feel himself at li- 
berty to violate other commands without fear. 
Why should he be holy, or chaste, or honest, 
or true ? His father Abraham is sitting at the 
gate of bell waiting for him, and will ddiver him 
from the just reward of his delinquencies. We 
do not mean to attribute such reasoning to all 
Israelites — far from it; but it is certain that 
on the minds of the ignorant and superstitious 
this doctrine must have this effect. Those 
who are acquainted with the Word of God, or 
know how to reason, must bdieve that it is false, 
but then it is their duty not only to disbdieve 
it in their hearts, but to renounce it publicly, 
and to teach the ignorant and uneducated that 
it is false. Israelites often feci justly indignant 
at the want of due appreciation which cha- 
racteiises public opinion with regard to the 
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DatioD, but let them reflect on the cauies, and 
thejr will cease to wonder. Mankind in ge- 
neral does not distinguish between the Jews 
and Judaism, but erroneously attribute, with- 
out any discrimination, the errors of the sys- 
tem to the men ; and how can they do other- 
wise, so long as the oral law is still upheld as 
a divine code of law? Let Israel renounce 
^e errors publicly, and all the causes of mis- 
oonception will be removed. 

But we would ask our readers to go a little 
fiurther, and compare the doctrines of Chris- 
tianity on this subject with those of the oral 
law. They will find that where the rabbies 
have erred, the disciples of Jesus of Nazareth 
have taught the truth. St. Paul admits the 
importance and the privileges of circumcision. 
He asks, *^ What advantage then hath the 
Jew ? or what profit is thereof circumcision? " 
And answers, *' Much every way : chiefly, 
because that unto them were committed the 
oracles of God.*' (Rom. iii. 1.) He does 
not undervalue God*s mercy to Israel, but at 
the same time he honours God^s justice and 
holiness, by declaring that ^' God will render 
to every man according to his deeds ; to them 
who by patient continuance in well doing 
seek for glory, and honour, and immortality, 
eternal life : but unto them that are conten- 
tious, and do not obey the truth, but obey 
unrighteousness, indignation and wrath, tri- 
bulation and anguish, upon every soul of man 
that doeth evil, of the Jew first, and also of 
the G«ntile ; but glory, honour, and peace, to 
every man that worketh good, to the Jew first, 
and also to the Gentile : for there is no re- 
qpect of persons with God." (Romans 
ii. 6—11.) This exactly agrees with the 
words of Jeremiah, and with the character of 
God, as set forth by Moses and the Prophets, 
and must commend itself to the mind of every 
reflecting person. Let then those who reject 
Christianity account for the fact, that where 
the rabbies are wrong, the preachers of Chris- 
tianity are right. If all truth come from God, 
and unassisted human reason must go wrong, 
how it is that God should have helped Chris- 
tians to the truth, and left the Jews in deadly 
error for so many centuries ? 

Judaism teaches that the Gentiles are despised, 
limply because they have not got an outward 



sign, which God never intended they thonld 
have. Christianity proclaims that God is a 
just Judge. It aajBj *' Circumcision verily 
profiteth, if thou keep the law ; but if thou 
be a breaker of the law, thy circumcision is 
made uncircumcision. Therefore if the un^ 
circumcision keep the righteousness of the law, 
shall not his uncircumcision be counted for 
circumcision ?** Judaism teaches that Abra« 
ham sits at tlie gate of hell to deliver even the 
wicked, if they be only circumcised. Christianity 
teaches that Abiydiam has no respect to the 
outward sign, unless it be accompanied by 
purity of heart. ^' There was a certain rich 
man, which was clothed in purple and fine 
linen, and fared sumptuously every day : and 
there was a certain beggar named Lazarus, 
which was laid at his gate, full of sores. And 
it came to pass that the beggar died, and was 
carried by the angels into Abraham's bosom : 
the rich man also died, and was buried : and 
in hell he lifted up his eyes, being in torments, 
and seeth Abraham afar off, and Lazarus in 
his bosom. And he cried and said, Father 
Abraham, have mercy on me, and send 
Lazarus, that he may dip the tip of his finger 
in water, and cool my tongue ; for I am tor- 
mented in this flame. But Abraham said, 
Son, remember that thou in thy lifetime re- 
ceivedst thy good things, and likewise Lazarus 
evil things ; but now he is comforted, and thou 
art tormented. And beside all this, between us 
and you there is a great gulf fixed ; so that they 
which would pass from hence to you cannot ; 
neither can they pass to us, that would come 
from thence. Then he said, I pray thee, 
therefore, father, that thou wouldest send 
him to my father's house : for I have five breth- 
ren ; that he may testify unto them, lest they 
also come into this place of torment. Abra- 
ham said unto him. They have Moses and the 
prophets ; let them hear them. And he said. 
Nay, father Abraham : but if one went to 
them from the dead, they will repent And 
he said unto him. If they hear not Moses and 
the prophets, neither wUl they be persuaded, 
though one rose firom the dead." (Luke 
xvi. 19 — 31.) Let the reader compare this 
with the Rabbinic doctrine, and then explain 
why it is that where the oral law errs, God has 
given the truth in the New Testament. 
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The great object of these papers has beoi 
to compare Judaism, as it at present exists, 
with the religion of Bloses and the Prophets, 
and thus to ascertain whether the Jews of the 
present day walk in the good old paths pointed 
out to their forefathers. We have endeavoured 
to give our reasons for believing that the 
Jews have been imposed upon by the inven> 
ton of the oral law, and have now got a re- 
ligion diametrically opposed to that which was 
revealed to them by God. More than a year 
has dapsed since the first of these papers was 

Snblished, and yet no answer has appeared. 
*his silence may be attributed to one of three 
causes. Either there has been a want of suf- 
ficient zeal on the part of those who profess 
Judaism — or, prudence has suggested that the 
system would not bear discussion — or, these 
papers have been thought unworthy of notice. 
It is for the Jewish people at large to consider, 
which of these three reasons have influenced 
the champions of the oral law. The Jews 
certainly have a right to some explanation 
from those, whose learning and station point 
them out as the natural defenders of Judaism. 
Every reflecting man must be staggered by 
the fact, that a strong case has been made out 
against the oral law — that, contemporaneously 
with the publication of these papers, strong 
symptoms of dissatisfaction with certain parts 
of Judaism have been manifested in one of 
the most respectable synagogues in London 
—and yet, that nothing has appeared, either 
in the shape of defence or explanation. That 
this silence has not proceeded altogetlier from 
contempt is made probable by another fact, 
and that is. That it is confidently asserted 
that a public answer was given orally to the 
first number, and that this answer was satis- 
factory to those who heard it It is much 
to be regmted that the answer was not made 
known generally, so as to aflbrd the same sa- 
tisfaction to others. For ourselves, we should 
have been most happy, if convinced of error, 
to have retracted any erroneous charge. We 
have, in the intervid, frequently considered 
the subject which is said to have been an- 
swered; and now consider it our duty, 
before closing this series, to make known 
our reasons for still believing, that that one 
topic is in itself sufficient to prove that the 
religion of the oral law is a system of error. 
Our aiguments were simply these. A religion 



which dfespises and insults the unlearned 
cannot be from God. The oral law does despise 
and insult the unlearned, for it commands its 
disciples not to marry the daughters of the 
unlearned on the ground tliat they are no better 
than beasts. Therefore the oral law cannot 
be from God. Secondly, a religion which 
makes the murder of an unlearned man lawful, 
cannot be from God. The oral law does 
make it lawful, for, as we showed in No. I, 
Rabbi Eleazer says. That it is lawful, even 
on the most solemn day of the Jewish year, 
to kill an unlearned man without observing 
any of the technicalities of the Rabbinic art 
of slaughtering ; or, as another says, to rend 
him asunder like a fish. Therefore the oral 
law cannot be from God. We now proceed 
to show why we still think that that line of 
argument is valid. 

The first step is, to establish the meaning of 
the expression p»«i D9 Amhaaretz, which we 
translated ^' an unlearned man." The literal 
English of this expression is, '^ People of the 
land,'* it might therefore signify the inha- 
bitants of Canaan, but in the Bible it is more 
commonly used of the mass of the Israelitish 
people, as for instance : — 

: nrKi^TQ rpnnn rvcm p«n d» ta-j 

^< And all the people of the land rejoiced, 
and blew with trumpets.'* (2 Kings xi. 14. 
See also verses 18 — 20.) Here the ex- 
pression is opposed to king and princes, and 
evidently means the mass of the population, 
or, as some would say, '^ The common 
people.** And, again, to give an example 
from the Prophets. 

pTSirr p jwjrr pim mrr di«3 ^nm pm rmn 

'* Yet now be strong, O Zerubbabel, saidi 
the Lord ; and be strong, O Joshua, son of 
Josedech, the high priest ; and be strong, all 
ye people of the land.** (Hag. iL 4.) Here, 
also, the expression is opposed to the gover- 
nor of Judah and the high priest, and plainly 
signifies the mass of the population. In the 
oral law, it has much the same signification ; 
it stands for those who are not counted amongst 
the learned, nor the great men of the time, 
nor the almoners, nor the schoolmasters, as 
appears in the extract given in page 3, col. 2, 
with this difierence, that in the oral law the 
want of learning is a prominent idea, and the 
expression may therefore be applied to a hi^ 
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priest if he be unlearned. In fiirtbcr proof 
we might appeal to the common parlance of 
the Jews, even at this day, for they commonly 
call an unlearned man an Amhaaretz. We 
prefer, however, giving one or two extracts 
more from the laws, where the expression 
Atnkaaretx is put in opposition to ^' The 
disciple of a wise man,** that is, to a learned 
man. We read, for instance, that in a court 
of justice, 

^ The cause of the disciple of a wise man 
takes precedence of the cause of an Amhaa- 
retz.** (Hilchoth Sanhedrin, c xxL 6.) Again, 
nay fro D^y« «»n m^p ipn yvnb ^b n"iD« pi 
fro D"yH 'tripn us >«>n ^ rDB> vfD 'pwr 
: on ap»n pns* orroM m v^mn rmoinrr 

'* In like manner, it is unlawful for an elder 
to behave with levity to the congregation, 
even though they be Amharatzin. Neither 
let him behave haughtily to the holy people, 
for although they be common and humble 
persons, they are children of Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob.** (Ibid., c. 25.) Again, 

tap^ n3i rwrro Torb voh fii« pote j*n pwrr 

<* Therefore, when children and women, 
and the whole genus of Amharatzin, are in- 
structed, they are to be taught to serve God 
only from the motive of fear, and the desire 
to receive a reward until, &c.** (Hilchoth 
T*shuvah, c. x. 5.) In these passages, and 
many, many more, may be added, Amhaaretz 
plainly signifies an unlearned man, and it 
does not appear from any one, that there is 
any crime to be laid to his charge. He may 
appear as suitor in a court of law; he is 
considered as a son of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob ; he is put on a level with tlie children 
and the women of Israel. The only dispa. 
ragement is, that he has not been brought up 
at the feet of a learned rabbi, and, therefore, 
cannot be reckoned amongst the disciples of 
the wise men. 

The next thing to be established is, that 
the oral law despises and insults those whose 
misfortune it is to be unlearned ; and here, in 
addition to the compliment paid to their wives 
and daughters, noticed in No. 1, we bring, as 
a proof, the general rule which is given 
respecting their treatment. 
p* p»n nan veatG onan pwr» pan ^zn 
|^3D yvn niiy 1300 f^'TO ]w nny fT^ pcno 
^m 'nDin^n ^ 'iBi-no^DN ]rr\k^ poo pm tid fi^ 
f «i npTS *w ntjip ^ cnimTD*D« fn« pnn 
:inTa« bs pnDo r« pjn «"n "pTa fray p^'o 

^* Our rabbles nave handed down as a tra- 
dition, that six things are said with respect 
to Amharatzin. Testimony is not to be given 
to them, nor received from them. A secret is 
not to be revealed to them. They are not to 
be appointed as guardians to orphans, nor tp 



an alms-fund. One is not to btv tfaem com. 
pany in the way. And some say, that if they 
have lost any thing, and it is found, no pnUic 
notice is to be given respecting it.** (Pcnddm, 
fol. 49, ool. 2.) Here, then, the unlearned 
are branded as uars, whose word is not to be 
depended upon— as rogues, unfit to be trusted 
with property— as murderers, with whom it 
is unsafe to walk by the way^de. Can con-* 
tempt or insult add more? Yes; Rabbinic 
contempt had one insult more galling than 
these, and that was to put them on a level 
with Gentiles, and this it has done by forbid, 
ding public notice to be given, if any thing 
which they had lost diould be found. Now, 
we fear not to assett, that this one passage is 
fatal to the claims of the oral law. There is 
not a partide of resemblance in it to the mer- 
ciful and just religion made known by Moses. 
It is the effusion of a mind intoxicated with- 
self-conceit and arrogance. The authors of 
the oral law were determined, so &r as they 
could, to lay it down as a maxim, not only 
that no wisdom, but no truth, no honesty, and 
no humanity, was to be found, except amongst 
themselves, and their disciples; they wished 
to have the monopoly of all moral virtue, ar 
well as of all learning. We ask both the 
learned and the unlearned, whether it be pos- 
sible that such a law could have emanated 
from the God of Israel? But there is not 
only excessive arrogance, there is also gross 
injustice in their law. It is ordained, first^ 
that in a court of law, the cause of the learned 
is to be heard before the cause of the un- 
learned ; this is in itself most unjust, but is 
not to be compared with what follows. The 
oral law forbids the appointment of an un- 
learned man as guardian to orphans ; can any 
thing be more oppressive ? Suppose ^at an 
unlearned man, on his death-bed, thinks of a 
guardian for his orphan children, and looks 
to a brother, or an intimate friend, as un- 
learned as himself, but whose worth, and 
honesty, and afiection, he has long known and 
vahied; the oral law foibids him to make 
such an appointment ; and if he has no learned 
friend— and how, where such a law exists, is 
it ever possible that the learned and the un- 
learned should be friends ? — he must die with 
the agonising thought, that his diildren must 
be left to the guardSifinship of a perfect stranger. 
Is it possible to conceive any thing more 
oppressive, unjust, or cruel? But the ond 
law is not content with this ; it will not permit 
an unlearned man, even in his lifetime, to 
recover property that has been lost Whoever 
finds it may keep it The law for other 
people is, that if any thing be found, the finder 
is to have proclamation tnade in the city, or, 
if the majority of the inhabitants be Goitiles, 
in the synagogue, that the loser may hear of 
it. But the poor Amhaaretz is exdnded Scorn. 
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tlw benefit of thk eommand. It may, how- 
ever, puiEzle the reader, how the finder is to 
know whether the thing which he has found 
belongs to a learned or an unlearned man. 
One of the commentators has solved this diffi- 
culty in the following manner :«— 

vtr^wD paa '"tiw n^y Vw vnw nv p« n"Mi 
I DfiD te3« ^yvm rmw n^y Vw 

^* If you ask, How is the finder to know 
that the thing found belongs to an Amhaaretz ? 
R. Isaac says, It is in such a case as when a 
crowd of Amharatzin is passing, and we see 
that it fell from them." (Ibid.) So that, 
according to this interpretation, the disciples 
of the wise men are positively allowed to 
retain what they know does not belong to 
them, if they only see that it does belong to 
an unlearned man ; and yet these are the men 
who are so afraid of the dishonesty of the 
unlearned, as to forbid their appointment to 
the ofiice of guardian to orphans, or treasurer 
to a charitabk fund. Let any man of common 
sense decide, whether this law is honest or 
dishonest, and then let him decide, whether it 
can come from God, and whether such a re- 
ligion is fit for an honest man ? 

The most important point, however, re- 
mains, and that is, the permission to kill an 
unlearned man, or to rend him like a fish. 
We have been told that this is merely figura- 
tive language, but the context is not such as 
to lead to this conclusion ; on the contrary, 
the passage itself, and all that precedes and 
follows, l^s us to believe that it was meant 
literally. In the first place, it is said, that it 
is lawful to kill an Amhaaretz without observ- 
ing the rules of TWTVO slaughteHng, and when 
^ disciples ask the reason, R. Eleazar re- 
plies. Because these rules would require a 
benediction to be pronounced, whereas he 
would not have an Amhaaretz treated with 
such respect. Let any man explain the 
figurative meaning of all this. Secondly, R. 
Samuel, to take away all ambiguity, says, m 
the name of R. Johannan, that it is lawful to 
rend him as a fish. Now it is known that, 
with regard to iish, the rules of moTHD, or 
slaughtering, are not observed. All ambi- 
guity, therefore, as to R. £leazar*8 meaning, 
is here removed. Thirdly, it is evident that 
the rabbies looked upon the unlearned as 
nothing better than beasts. They say, that 
the daughters of the unlearned are an abomi- 
nation, and their wives vermin; yea, 'that 
their daughters are beasts. Now, when men 
are so wicked as to use such language con- 
cerning their fellow- creatures, are we to be 
astonished that they should draw the con- 
clusion that necessarily follows from such 
premises, and that they should allow these 
beasts and vermin to be killed ? When we 
see that these rabbies allow an unlearned man 
to be robbed with impunity of that which he 



hat lost, what principle of conscience or jus- 
tice is there left to prevent them from killing 
him whom they have robbed ? If all the other 
principles of these rabbies were just, honesty 
upright, and merciful, we might be tempted to 
suppose, that in these words they enveloped 
some mystical sense. But when we see that 
the principles which precede and follow are an 
outrage upon humanity, justice, and mercy^ 
no such supposition is necessary. 

But, after all, how did the commentalon 
understand the passage. If we, as OentSet, 
are accused of misrepresenting the sense, what 
did the rabbies, who succeeded, make of thia 
passage ? The commentary from which we 
nave just quoted, after saying, that if a crowd 
of Amharatzin let any thing fall, it is lawful 
to keep it without giving public notice, adds^ 
that this is to be understood strictly of what 
is lost, but that it does not warrant the learned 
to rob them by force ; upon which the fol- 
lowing difficulty is started :— 

^ Why should it be unlawful to deal thua 
with his money, when it is lawful to deal 
violently with his body, for it is lawful to 
rend him as a fish." (Ibid.) Now here this 
rabbi evidently interpreted the permission to 
kill literally, and he naturally asks. If it be 
lawful to take away a man*s life by violence, 
why should it not be lawful to take away his 
money. If the words had been taken figura- 
tively, there would have been no room for 
this question. We have, therefore, neither 
misunderstood nor misrepresented the mean- 
ing. The oral law allows the murder of an 
unlearned man, and that with as little ceie- 
mony as it permits the killing of an unclean 
animal, or a fish. We therefore repeat our 
assertion, that the oral law cannot be from 
God. One such passage is quite sufiident to 
discredit the whole, not only because of its 
intrinsic wickedness, but because it displays 
the character of those men with whom the oral 
law originated. Superabundant self-conceit, 
cold-blooded cruelty, and unrelenting enmity, 
are the striking characteristics of those men, 
who, by dint of force and fraud, gradually 
enslaved the minds of the Jewish peqple. 
It appears from these passages, and from the 
plain confessions of the rabbies in the context, 
that the common people struggled hard before 
they submitted to the yoke of the oral law. 
The attempt to impose such a burden, evidently 
produced the most bitter animosity between 
the rabbies and the people. The people were 
ready, as one of the rabbies says, to kill all 
the wise men, and these, in return, laid down 
the principles of retaliation whidi we have 
just considered, and which are a disgrace to 
the name of religion. These principles 
Ikowever, would not have triumphed if 
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the tabbies bad not got the whole power of 
the State into their own hands. By means 
of that unlawful and heathenish tribunal, 
the Sanhedrin, they were able to coerce 
the people, and to kill all who refused to 
iubmit. Judaism, therefore, as it at present 
exists, is a religion which was originally 
forced upon the Jewish people against their 
will, and therefore has no daims upon their 
reverence or gratitude. By the dispersion, 
€k>d has removed the main difficulties in the 
way of their moral and spiritual emancipation. 
Christianity is in the ascendant, and will not 
permit any <* wise men '* to kill the unlearned 
without ceremony. The people may, there- 
fore, assert their religious liberty in perfect 
security, and without any fear of the San. 
hedrin. We tell the Jews, even on the ad- 
missions of the Talmud itself, that their 
present religion is not even the object of their 
choice, and much less the religion given by 
God, but that it was imposed upon the con- 
sciences of their fathers by force ; and, there- 
fore, ask the Jews, Whether they still wish to 
continue slaves to superstition and cruelty, 
when God has, in his providence, arranged 
. the means of their delivery ? The Jewish 
people have often had reason to complain of 
the injustice, contempt, and cruelty of the 
nations amongst whom they have been scat- 
tered ; but we ask them. Have the most bar- 
barous nations ever treated them with more 
contempt, injustice, and cruelty than that 
whidi we have just found authorised by the 
oral law ? Ignorant and superstitious Gentiles 
have turned the holy name of Jew into a term 
of reproach, but where was it ever known or 
heard of, that the most ignorant and most 
superstitious called the Jews vermin, or com. 
pared the wives and daughters of Israel to 
beasts? It is Judaism, and Judaism only, 
that utters this foul and inhuman slander. 
In seasons of popular tumult, mobs have 
risen and plundered the Jews ; but where is 
the nation, or the religion, which has made a 
law that it is lawful to keep the lost property 
of a Jew ? Judaism, and Judaism alone, is 
guilty of this injustice. Prejudice has un- 
justly assailed the character of the Jewish 
people, but what sect or party of Christians 
ever thought of branding them as liars, whose 
evidence is not to be received ; as rogues, un- 
worthy to be appointed as guardians to orphans 
or property ; as murderers, with whom it is 
vnrafe to walk by the road-side ? Yet this is 
the deliberate sentence of Judaism respect, 
ing the unlearned ; that is, respecting the ' 



great mass of the Jewish pec^le. Jvai 
suppose that the Parliament of England 
was to pass a law, declaring that the 
Jews are to be considered incompetent to give, 
testimony, or to be guardians of property, 
warning people to beware of walking with a 
Jew, and permitting men to kill them, or to 
rend them like a fi&h ; would not the Jewish 
people perceive in a moment the injustice and 
the cruelty of such l^islation ? Would they 
not have just reason to complain of the blind 
prejudice which possessed the minds of the 
legislators ? And yet, this is only what the 
rabbles have done. If Judaism be true, then 
the mass of the Jewish people are liars, rogues, 
and murderers; for this is what Judaism 
asserts ; and if the Jewish people consent to 
its truth, they are stamping themselves, their 
wives, and their daughters with infamy. 
The truth or falsehood of the oral law is not 
simply a speculative question, or a question 
relating to their eternal interests in another 
world ; it is a question deeply affecting their 
characters and their welfare at present It 
simply comes to this, are all unlearned Jews, 
that is, the overwhelming majority of the people, 
to be considered as utterly destitute of truth, 
honesty, and humanity ? If Judaism be true, 
the answer is. Yes. Let, then, every Jew, rich 
or poor, learned or unlearned, consider whether 
he will still profess a religion that defames 
and insults the mass of his countrjnoaen. The 
character of the nation is foully attacked, de- 
famed, and vilified, but not by Gentiles, not 
by Turk, Infidel, or Heretic, but by the 
Talmud and the Rabbies. The only way 
in which this calumny can be met and wiped 
away, is, by a renunciation of that system 
which has dared to utter it If there live a 
Jew who has the slightest regard for the 
honour of the nation, he is bound to protest 
aloud against the falsehood of the orai law. 
That it is false, requires no great stretch of 
argument to prove. Every unlearned Jew, 
who is conscious that he is not a liar, a rogue, 
and a murderer, has the proof in his own 
breast, that Judaism is false. Every un- 
learned Jew, who duly honours and respects 
his wife and daughters, and believes that they 
are neither vermin nor beasts, is a witness 
against the truth of the oral law. Every one 
who believes that dishonesty is contrary to the 
will of God, and that the murder of the un- 
learned is unlawful, has the proof that that 
system which was imposed upon his fathers, 
is not from God. 
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Haying, by the help and mercy of Gk)d, 
brought Uiese papers to the last number, we 
propose here to sum up their contentSi and to 
give a review of the arguments which have 
been urged. The topics discussed have been 
very various, but the object in all has been the 
same — To show that Judaism, or the religion 
of the oral law, is not the old religion of 
3Ioses and the Prophets, but a new and totally 
different system, devised by designing men, 
and unworthy of the JewiNh people. That 
Judaism is identical with the religion of the 
oral law, was proved in the first number by an 
appeal to the highest possible authority, the 
Prayer-book of die synagogue, which is not 
only formed in obedience to the directions of 
the oral law, but declares expressly that the 
Talmud is of Divine authority. So long, 
therefore, as that Prayer-book is the ritual of 
the synag(^ue, the worshippers there must be 
considered as Talmudists, believers in all the 
absurdities, and advocates of all the intolerance 
of that mass of tradition. That this is no 
misrepresentation and no unfounded conclu- 
sion of our own, appears from the latest book 
published in this country by a member of the 
Jewish persuasion. Joshua Van Oven, Esq., 
has, in his *^ Introduction to the Principles 
of the Jewish Faith,*' a chapter, headed 
JUDAISM, which begins thus: — "The 
Jewish religion, or Judaism, is founded solely 
on the law of Moses, so called from its having 
been brought down by him from Mount Sinai. 
With the particulars of these laws he had been 
inspired by the Almishty during the forty 
days he remained on the mount, after receiv- 
ing the Ten Commandments ; these he after- 
wards embodied in the sacred volume, known 
and accepted as the written law, and called the 
Pentateuch, or the Five Books of Moses, 
contained in the volume we term the Bible. 
We also, Jhym the same source^ receive^ as 
sacred and authentic, a large number of tradi- 
tions not committed to writing, but trans- 
mitted by word of mouth down to later times ; 
without which many enactments in the Holy 
Bible could not have been understood and 
acted upon ; these, termed traditional or oral 
laws, were collected and formed into a volume 
called the < Mishna,* by Rabbi Jehudah 
Hakodesh, A. M. 4150. In addition to this, 
we are guided by the explications of the later 
schools of pious and learned rabbles, consti- 



tuting what is now known by the name of th9 
Talmud or Gemara.^^ • 

Nothing can be more explicit than this 
avowal. A learned and pious Jew of the 
nineteenth century honestly avows that Ju* 
daism is the religion of the Talmud : and 
upon this principle we have examined Judaism, 
and compared it with Moses and the Prophets, 
and the result of this comparison is— 

I. That Judaism is a false reli- 
gion. 

The premises, from which we draw this 
conclusion, are — 

1. That tlic oral law is altogether desti- 
tute of external evidence. To establish the 
authority of the oral law, it is absolutely 
necessary to prove a succession of Sanhedrius 
from the time of Moses to that of Rabbi 
Jehudah, or at the least an unbroken chain of 
tradition. But it has been proved, in Nos. 48 
and 44, that there was no such thing as a 
Sanhedrin until after the Greek conquest of 
Judea, and in No. 45, that there is no con- 
tinuous chain of tradition. The only evidence 
therefore which could beget faith in the mind 
of a reasonable man is wanting. 

2. The oral law itself is full of manifest 
fables. This has been proved almost in every 
number, but particularly from Nos. 17 — 21, 
where the fables selected are such as are par- 
ticularly noticed in the prayers of the syna- 
gogue. No one can doubt that the stories 
about Leviathan and Behemoth— of Adam*8 
singing the 92d Psalm after a conversation 
wiUi Cain— of the river Sambation — of the 
experiment made by Turnus Rufus to raise 
his father — of Mount Sinai having been 
turned, like a tub, over the Israelites— of the 
descent of 600,000 angels to crown the Is- 
raelites—of the people^s travelling 240 miles 
backwards and forwards during me delivery 
of the Ten Commandments, &c. &c.— are all 
downright fables, not a whit more authentic 
than similar stories contained in the Koran, or 
the Arabian Nights' Entertainments. Any 
one fable would be sufficient to overturn the 
credit of the oral law, but what are we to 
think of the host of downright falsehoods here 
enumerated ? 

3. It is directly subversive of the state of 
things established in the written law. Moses 

* A Manaal of Jadnism, by Joshna Van Ovea, 
Esq., M.R.C.S.L. London, 1839. Page S8. 



238 



appointed tho priests, the sons of Levi, as the 
religious teachers of IsraeL The oral law has 
ousted them altogether from their office^ as was 
shown in No. 41. 

4. The oral law encourages those heathen 
superstitions expressly firJndden by Moses 
and the Prophets^ such as magic, astro- 
logy, amulets, and charms, as is shown from 
Nos. 22—26. 

5. The oral law loosens the moral olliga- 
iUms, It teaches men how to evade the 
Divine commandments, as was shown in 
Nos. 11, 14, and 15. It allows dispensation 
from oaths, as proved in Nos. 56 and 57* It 
allows men to retain what they know does not 
belong to them, if it only belongs to a Gentile 
(p. 18), or to an unlearned Jew, as appears 
from No. 59. It sanctions the murder of the 
unlearned. 

6. It leads men to put trust in mere ex- 
temal acts as a compensation for moral delin- 
guencies. The washing of hands (No. 10) — 
the external sanctification of the Sabbath (No. 
29) — the blowing of the cornet at the new 
year (No. 34)— the rite of circumcision (No. 
58), &c. &,c., are represented as sufficient to 
save wicked men from the just punishment of 
their misdeedo. 

7. Though called an oral law^ because 
not written with ink, it is really written in 
hUfod. For the most trifling ofTences it sen. 
fences the offender to be flogged (Nos. 13 and 
63)— >for the transgression of the Rabbinic 
commands respecting the Sabbath, it awards 
the sentence c^ death (No. 27) — and, by its 
laws respecting the mode of killing and cook- 
ing meat (Nos. 49-— 54), it prevents the poor 
from getting food for themselves and their 
children. 

8. It degrades the female sex, by permitting 
polygamy (No. 47) — by permitting divorce on 
the most trifling pretext (No. &) — by de- 
claring women incompetent to give evidence — 
by excluding them fronr the public worship of 
God— and by teaching that they are under no 
obligation to learn the revealed will of their 
Creator (No. 3). 

9. It oppresses and insults slaves, by for- 
bidding them to be instructed in the law 
(No. 3), and by placing them, when dead, on 
a level with brutes (No. 55). 

10. It is a persecuting and intolerant 
system. It gives every rabbi the power of 
excommunicating the Jews (No. 31), and it 
commands the conversion of all the Gentile 
nations by the sword (Na 6). 

1 1 . It forbids the exercise of the commonest 
feeUngs of humanity to those whom it calls 

idolaters. It will not permit a drowning 
idolater to be helped, nor a perishing idolater 
to be rescued, nor an idolatrous woman in 
travail to be delivered (Nos. 4 and 5). 

12. It leaves those Gentiles who are not 



idolaters without religion. It teaches that 
they are not commanded to love God, and 
breaks up all the happiness of domestic life^ 
by asserting that amongst Gentiles there is no 
such thing as marriage ( No. 8). For these and 
other reasons, which might be adduced, we 
believe that Judaism is contrary to the religion 
of Moses and the Prophets — ^that it has not 
proceeded from God, but is the mere invention 
of men, and therefore false. 

II. From these premises we have concluded, 
secondly. That Judaism har fob, its 

AUTHORS WICKED MEN, UNWO&THT OF 

CREDIT. One of the most daring acts of 
wickedness that can be committed is to invent 
laws and principles, and pass them off as the 
laws of God. Every degree of wil^l false- 
hood is sinful ; but to forge Divine laws, and 
impose upon the consciences of men is the 
most daring of all wickedness, for it not 
only deceives men, but it dishonours God. 
The Divine Being is represented as the author 
of principles and practices which are abhorred 
by the good even amongst men. Is it possible 
that those men could be good, who invented 
the fables of which we have spoken above — 
or who overturned the Mosaic constitution for 
the purposes of personal aggrandizement — or 
who teach that oaths may be broken with im- 
punity — or that men may keep what does not 
belong to them — or that unlearned men may 
be murdered without ceremony— or that it is 
lawful to look upon the agonies and pain of 
an idolater without rendering him any assist- 
ance or feeling any pity? If falsehood, 
perjury, dishonesty, cruelty, and inhumanity 
constitute men wicked, then the authors of the 
oral law are wicked men, and altogether un- 
worthy of credit. And therefore we con- 
clude — 

III. That their testtmoky aoaikst 
Christianity is or no value. Many 
Jews of the present day reject Christianity 
simply because the rulers of the nation rejected 
the Lord Jesus Christ. But the discoveries 
which we have made of the principles and 
practices of these men show, that there is no 
force whatever in this argument. Their testi- 
mony against Jesus of Nazareth is not to be 
trusted any more than Mahomet's testimony 
against the fidelity of the Jewish nation in 
preserving the Scriptures. This impostor 
says, that the Jews have corrupted the Old 
Testament, but no one believes the charge, 
because he has been convicted himself of 
forging revelations and laws. The authors of 
the oral law have been convicted of the same 
offence, and their testimony must be rejected 
for the very same reason. They have passed 
off their own inventions as Divine laws— they 
have taught their absurd legends as undoubted 
matters of fact — they are plainly convicted of 
falsehood, and the only uteraative is to say 
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thai tliese falsehoods are wilful, and then the 
men who witness against Christianity are 
wilful liars — or to confess that the authors 
were mad, and therefore incompetent to give 
any testimony. In every case they must be 
regarded as propagators of falsehood. But 
falsehood is not the only trait in their cha- 
racter; they were interested in their testi- 
mony against Jesus ; they were his personal 
enemies, because he opposed their pretensions 
and condemned all their inventions. They 
had therefore a strong motive for condemning 
him, and there is nothing in their character to 
lead us to suppose that their love of justice 
would prevail over their private feelings. 
When the general tenour of a man*s conduct 
is evidently the result of upright principle, it 
is possible to believe that he would be just 
even to an enemy. When a man*s whole life 
has been distinguished by tender compassion, 
it is possible to believe that he would not be 
cruel even to a foe. But neither supposition 
holds good with respect to the authors of the 
oral law. They do not even profess integrity, 
for they teach that it is lawful to defraud an 
unlearned man — they declare, by their per- 
mission to kill an amhaaretz, that they had no 
value for human life. If they were capable 
of murdering in cold blood a man who had 
never offended them, simply because he did 
not belong to their party, is it to be wondered 
at that they should endeavour to destroy one 
who was a direct opposer ? The condemna- 
tion of the Lord Jesus Christ by such men is 
not only no argument against his character 
or claims, but even an argument in his favour. 
It is a decisive proof that he did not belong 
to their party, and that therefore there are not 
the same objections to his testimony as to 
theirs. The Jews of the present day, there- 
fore, must find some other reasons for reject- 
ing Jesus of Nazareth. The conduct of their 
great and learned men at the time can supply 
no warrant for unbelief at present : it is on 
the contrary a sort of presumptive evidence 
that He was a good man. And this pre- 
sumption is much strengthened by comparing 
the oral law with the New Testament, where- 
by we learn — 
IV. That in all those points, 

WHERE THE ORAL LAW IS WEAK, THE 

New Testament is strono. In the 
first place, it is entirely free from all fabulous 
additions to the Old Testament history. It 
recognizes the authority and frequently cites 
the writings of Moses and the Prophets, but it 
is never, like the Talmud, guilty of forgeries. 
Neither Jesus, nor his disciples pretended to 
have an oral interpretation of the law, un- 
known to the people at large, and therefore 
capable of being twisted to their own pur. 
poses. They referred simply to the written 
word, and by it desired to have all their doc- 



trines judged. In the second place, it It firee 
from all superstitious doctrines concerning 
magic, astrology, and other heathenish arts. 
It does not allow absolution from oaths, nor 
mark out any class of society as the lawful 
victims of fraud and violence. It is merciAil 
to the poor and to slaves. It teaches that the 
souls of women are as precious in the sight of 
God as those of men. It forbids polygamy, 
and allows divorce only in one case where it is 
necessary, and thus protects the weaker sex, 
and guards the sacredness and the happiness 
of domestic life. It differs especially from the 
oral law in its estimation of external rites, and 
thus gives the strongest evidence of its Divine 
origin. If there be one sign of true religion 
more satisfactory than another, it is the 
placing of holiness of heart and life as the first 
great requisite, at the same time that it does 
not undervalue any of God*s commands. Now 
this mark Christianity has, and Judaism 
wants. The former teaches expressly, That 
without holiness no man shall see the Lord, 
and that for the want of it no external cere- 
monies can compensate. Further, Christianity 
knows of no violent methods of propagating 
the truth. It nowhere tells its followers, 
when they have the power, to compel all men 
to embrace its doctrines, or to put them to 
death if they refuse. It has not a criminal 
code written in blood, and prescribing floggings 
of rebellion, or even death, for a mere cere- 
monial offence. It does not allow each indi. 
vidual teacher to torment the people by ex- 
communication and anathema at his pleasure. 
And, lastly, it does not misrepresent God as an 
unjust and partial judge, who confines the 
benefits of revelation to one »mall nation, and 
sentences the overwhelming majority of man- 
kind to unholiness and unhappiness. If ever 
Judaism should attain to universal dominion, 
and the principles of Judaism be brought into 
action, the whole Gentile world would be 
doomed to misery and ignorance. By pro- 
nouncing that amongst Gentiles there is no 
marriage-tie, it would rob them of all domestic 
peace. By sentencing every Gentile reader of 
the Bible to death, it would deprive them of 
all the consolations and instructions of the 
Word of God, and by forbidding them to keep 
a Sabbath, it would, so far as it could, annihi- 
late every token of God*s care and loving- 
kindness. The triumph of Christianity, on 
the contrary, and the full development of all 
its principles, would fill the world with peace, 
and joy, and happiness. The fundamental 
principle of Christianity, namely, that the 
Messiah has died for the sins of the whole 
world, sets forth God as the tender father who 
cares for all his children, and therefore teaches 
all men to regard one another as fellow-heirs 
of the same eternal salvation. It does not 
deny that Israel has peculiar privileges as a 



240 



nation, but fullyiacknowledges that ^* they are 
Btill beloved for the fathers* sakes,*^ and that 
they are yet to be the benefactors of the human 
race as they were of old. But it asserts, at the 
same time, that God is not the God of the 
Jews only, but of the Gentiles also, and thus 
makes it possible for Jew and Gentile to love 
each other. The only foundation for the peace 
and unity of all nations is the recognition of 
God as the Father of all, and this foundation 
is the very corner-stone of Christianity, whilst 
it neither does nor can form any part of the 
fabric of Judaism. Chrbtianity teaches that 
the first and great commandment is, Thou 
ghalt love the Lord thy God with all thy 
heart ; and that the second is. Thou shalt love 
thy neighbour as thyself ; and teaches, at tlie 
same time, that all men are our neighbours. 
Judaism teaches that circumcision is the 
greatest of all the commandments, and that 
none but Jews and proselytes are neighbours. 
Thus Judaism divides, whilst Christianity 
tends to unite all the children of men in the 
bands of peace. It has only one principle of 
God*s dealings to men, and that principle is 
love; and one principle for the guiding of 
man's conduct to men, and that is love also. 
Let not the Jewish reader think that we 
Gentiles wish to ascribe any merit to ourselves, 
as if by our own wit or wisdom we had found 
out a religious system superior to any thing 
that Israel had been able to devise. Far from 
it; we acknowledge again, as we did in the 
first number, that we are only disciples of one 
part of the Jewish nation. From the Jews 
Christianity came to us. It has been a light 
to lighten us Gentiles, but we acknowledge its 
Divine Author as die glory of his people 
Israel. All we mean by instituting the com. 
parison is, to show those who still adhere to 
the oral law, that there is another Jewish 
religion infinitely superior, and more like that 
of Moses and the Prophets. And we appeal 
confidently to every reader of these papers to 
decide whether the New Testament or the 
Talmud is the better book, and to say which 
is most agreeable to the will of God as 
revealed to their forefathers. We earnestly 



call upon them to make the decision, and to 
deliver themselves from that unmerited weight 
of odium which has rested upon them for 
centuries ; and from that still more dreadful 
evil, the displeasure of Almighty God, which 
has followed them ever since they forsook the 
Old Paths wherein their fathers walked. 

It is time for those, at least, who profess to 
abhor certain parts of the Talmud and oral 
law, to justify their professions by consistent 
conduct. If they wish people to believe them 
when they profess love and charity towards all 
men, they must begin by repudiating the 
authority of the oral law, and renouncing the 
worship of the synagogue. How can we pos- 
sibly believe that those are sincere in their 
professions to men, who declare that they are 
insincere in their worship of the heart-search- 
ing God ? Every man who uses the prayers 
of the synagogue, there confesses himself to 
God as a believer in the oral law, and conse- 
quently ready to execute all its decrees of 
cruelty, fraud, and persecution — ready, when 
he has the power, to convert all nations with 
the sword. That is his profession in the syna- 
gogue ; when, then, he comes forth from the 
solemn act of Divine worship, and tells me 
that he is liberal and charitable, and that he 
abhors persecution, how can I possibly believe 
him ? There is falsehood somewhere, and the 
only possible mode of removing this appear- 
ance is by a public renunciation of the oral 
law, and an erasure of those passages in the 
public pruyers which affirm its Divine autho- 
rity. This all truly liberal-minded Jews owe 
to themselves, to the Christian public, to their 
brethren, and, above all, to their God. To 
themselves they owe it, because so long as 
their words and their deeds contradict <p!ach 
other, a mist hangs over them. To the 
Christian public they owe it, for they must 
naturally desire to know the principles of those 
with whom they are connected. To their 
brethren they owe it, for this is the only way 
of delivering the nation from the calamities of 
centuries. To their God they owe it, for by 
the blasphemies of the oral law, His character 
is misrepresented and His name blasphemed. 
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